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RESOURCE COMPETITION AND AGEISM: A STUDY OF THE INFLUENCE OF 
EMPLOYMENT SCARCITY ON THE ENDORSEMENT OF AGEIST ATTITUDES   
 
 
The major economic recession of 2007, which has disproportionately affected younger workers, 
and the rapid growth of the older population have created an environment where younger persons are 
economically disenfranchised and a highly visible older population persists in the labor force at a time 
when jobs are scarce. Intergenerational conflict may arise under these conditions due to perceived 
competition over economic resources, consistent with Realistic Group Conflict Theory, which posits that 
negative intergroup perceptions arise when the success of one group is threatened by another, potentially 
leading to intergroup hostility. Younger workers may perceive older workers as a threat to their economic 
well-being and thus harbor ageist perceptions about them. 
To test this hypothesis, survey data was collected from 395 participants using Amazon’s 
Mechanical Turk. The survey collected information about current employment status, duration of longest 
unemployment, number of peers unemployed, underemployment, job insecurity, and endorsement of 
ageist beliefs. Work centrality was investigated as a potential moderator for these relationships and 
perception of threat felt from older persons as a potential mediator. 
Results indicated that underemployment and job insecurity were both significant predictors of 
ageism. Workers who experienced greater underemployment or job insecurity were more likely to harbor 
ageist beliefs. Additionally, work centrality moderated relationships between peer unemployment and 
ageism, and perception of threat from older persons mediated relationships between 
underemployment/job insecurity and ageism. This study provides insight into how perceptions of age are 
influenced by economic factors and how a vulnerable group in society is affected during periods of 
economic turmoil.   
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 The beginning of the new millennium has largely been characterized by a major global 
economic crisis. Beginning in 2007, this economic downturn has been the worst the U.S. has 
experienced since the Great Depression, leading many to refer to this crisis as the “Great 
Recession”. Organizations have responded by hiring fewer workers and downsizing their current 
workforces, leading to a rise in unemployment. The unemployment rate has risen dramatically 
over the last decade, peaking at 10% in October 2009 from a prerecession low of 3.9% in 
December 2000 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013). Though the recession has affected all 
workers, certain groups have been affected more than others. The youngest group of workers, 
those ages 16-25, has seen the highest unemployment of any age group. The unstable work 
environment combined with this group’s age, a younger age often indicating shorter tenure and 
thus greater risk for being laid off, means that many in this age group are at risk of experiencing 
job insecurity as well as unemployment.  
 There is a growing older population in the U.S. that is putting a strain on government and 
organizational resources. The Baby Boomer age cohort, the first born in the postwar era and one 
of the largest age cohorts in the U.S., is approaching retirement age. The oldest of this group are 
already in their 60s, and as they age the number of adults over 65 is expected to increase by 
about 86% between 2011 and 2030 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011; U.S. Census Bureau, 2012a). 
Upon retiring, these older individuals will become eligible for retirement and Social Security 
benefits. In an attempt to mitigate this expected strain, many organizations have introduced 
hurdles to the retirement process, such as changing the requirements for benefit eligibility, which 
is associated with older workers postponing retirement or returning to work to keep insurance 
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benefits (Johnson, 2007). Thus, older workers are likely to comprise a larger part of the labor 
force than they historically have with the threat of depletion of shared social resources in the 
years leading up to their retirement.  
 These factors create a unique set of circumstances that may affect intergenerational 
attitudes. Age-based stereotypes have traditionally held that the elderly are sickly, senile, and 
useless (Palmore, 1999), a group that individuals distance themselves from (Becker, 1973; Tajfel 
& Turner, 1979). Further, despite being friendly and well-meaning, older individuals are seen as 
incompetent and thus worthy of pity (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2001; Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & 
Glick, 1999). However, increased labor force participation by older workers will increase 
intergenerational contact and increase their salience to society. The especially high 
unemployment and underemployment among younger workers and insecurity surrounding 
current jobs may lead many younger people to view older people as competition for work 
opportunities. Perceived competition over scarce jobs along with the looming threat of retired 
workers draining government resources may shift perceptions of older people from weak and 
helpless to viewing them as a threat to financial resources, sparking strong discriminatory 
attitudes.  
 A great deal of research has examined unemployment, underemployment, and job 
insecurity as predictors of a variety of negative individual and organizational outcomes such as 
personal and family well-being (Hellgren & Sverke, 2003; Vinokur & Caplan, 1987) and a 
variety of psychological and physiological consequences (Hartley et al., 1991; Landsbergis, 
1988; McKee-Ryan, Song, Wanberg, & Kinicki, 2005; van Vuuren, 1990). However, little 
research has investigated the potential role of these employment stressors as antecedents for 
ageism. In the current research these proposed relationships are examined in the context of 
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sociological theories of age-based prejudice, reviewing extant theories to understand common 
stereotypes of older adults and then focusing on a sociocultural perspective, where two recent 
major societal changes – an explosion of the older population and an environment where 
financial resources are scarce – may shape perceptions toward age.  
 This study investigated the issue of resource competition and intergenerational conflict 
by focusing on several metrics of employment distress and using a direct measure of ageism to 
assess ageist beliefs. Specifically, unemployment status, duration of longest unemployment, peer 
unemployment, underemployment, and job insecurity were examined as potential predictors of 
ageism as they capture different aspects of a negative employment situation. Additionally, work 
centrality was investigated as a potential moderator of these relationships as individuals who 
view work as more central to their lives may be more impacted when their current employment 
situation is threatened. Perception of threat felt from older persons was considered as a potential 
mediator because any relationships that exist between the employment distress predictors and 
ageism outcomes may be attributable, in part, to feelings that the older generation poses a threat 
to the younger generation’s economic success. These relationships are illustrated in a proposed 
model of resource competition and ageism presented in Figure 1.  
Age and Ageism 
Along with race and gender, age has been described as one of the three primary 
dimensions of interpersonal categorization (Fiske, 1998; Nelson, 2005). However, unlike the 
other two, an individual’s age categorization changes over time and different categorizations, 
such as being considered “young” or “old”, will affect virtually everyone. Despite its 
universality, little research has focused on age-based stereotypes compared to race and gender 
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Figure 1. Proposed conceptual model for employment resource competition and ageism. 
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more prevalent in society than sexism or racism (Banaji, 1999) and that the consequences of 
ageism can have a substantial negative impact on the quality of life of those who experience it 
(Fiske, 1998). As life expectancy has continued to increase, the number of older adults has also 
grown substantially. As the population of older adults in the U.S. continues to grow, the 
proportion of the total population they make up will increase from about 13% in 2010 to 20.3% 
in 2030 and 20.9% in 2050 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012b) creating a major impetus for further 
work examining age stereotypes.  
Ageism was originally defined as prejudice and bigotry directed towards older persons 
(Butler, 1969), though this definition was expanded to include prejudice or discrimination 
against or in favor of any age group (Palmore, 1999). Although this modern view of ageism 
holds that even young people can be the targets age prejudice, early attention to the issue was 
garnered due to increasing prejudice toward the elderly. The term “ageism” was first used by 
Butler in 1969, but the concept existed long before this. Ageism became widespread in the 20th 
century largely because increases in life expectancy created a substantial elderly population for 
the first time in human history. Over the course of the last century, as the number of older adults 
increased, the occurrence of prejudice and bigotry also became more common. Ageism is similar 
to racism and sexism, but there are key differences. As previously stated, all people age and can 
become potential targets of ageism, unlike racism and sexism that, by definition, only affect 
specific groups in society. In contrast to racism, ageism has some positive traits attached to the 
target group as well. For example, stereotypes of older people may include “loveable” and 
“nurturing” (Cuddy & Fiske, 2002). Additionally, as previously stated, ageism may be more 
prevalent in society than sexism or racism, though, due to its implicit nature, it can be difficult to 
accurately assess its occurrence (Levy & Banaji, 2002). 
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According to Palmore (1999), ageism is divided into two categories: prejudice (beliefs 
and attitudes) and discrimination (actions), both of which can be positive or negative. Prejudice, 
in turn, encompasses stereotypes (a cognitive component) and attitudes (an affective competent) 
and discrimination can occur at the individual or institutional levels. A different categorization 
has been proposed by the Anti-Ageism Taskforce (2006) which splits ageism into four broad 
categories: personal, institutional, intentional, and unintentional. Personal ageism is the ideas, 
attitudes, beliefs, and practices biased against older persons on the part of the individual. 
Institutional ageism is the accepted rules and practices that discriminate against older persons, 
such as mandatory retirement age. Intentional ageism is the ideas, attitudes, and practices done 
with the knowledge that they are biased against older persons. Unintentional ageism is similar to 
intentional ageism, but differs in that the perpetrator of ageism is unaware of their age bias. 
Despite the differences in how the concept is organized, both categorizations agree that ageism 
can be manifested at the individual and institutional levels and that there are cognitive and 
affective components to it.  
Factors Contributing to the Increasing Number of Older Workers  
 The prevalence of age-based stereotypes in society means that there are many 
implications for the workplace. An older population means that more older individuals may 
participate in the labor force. While the term “older worker” is somewhat ambiguous – the Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA) offers protection to workers age 40 and above and 
in professional sports one can be considered “old” around the age of 30 (Charness, Czaja, & 
Sharit, 2007) – a National Research Panel in the U.S. adopted the age of 45 after examining 
health and safety needs for older workers (Wegman & McGee, 2004). In line with this definition, 
an older worker is any employed individual working beyond the age of 45 until retirement. 
 
7 
While 65 has traditionally been the age of retirement, many older workers are now choosing to 
remain in the workforce for longer. Since 1985, the labor force participation rate for men age 62-
70 has been increasing and since 2001, the rate for both men and women over 65 has been on the 
rise (Mermin, Johnson, & Murphy, 2007).  
 This trend can be attributed to several factors such as increased life expectancy, changes 
in Social Security and pension plans, and a poor economy, all of which have increased the labor 
force participation rate for older workers (Toossi, 2009). Advances in medicine have increased 
life expectancy and quality of life; the average life expectancy for men has increased from 66.6 
in 1960 to 75.3 in 2008 and from 73.1 to 80.3 for women over the same period (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2012c). A study conducted by Blau and Shvydko (2007) found that the majority of older 
workers who left work from 1990-2001 did not leave due to health-related issues. As people live 
longer, healthier lives the amount of time they are able and willing to work will necessarily 
increase.  
Insurance and retirement benefits also force many older workers to remain in the labor 
force. The high cost of insurance can be prohibitively expensive, so many choose to postpone 
retirement or return to work to have employer based health insurance (Johnson, 2007). Since the 
1940s retirement benefits have encouraged men to retire at younger ages. However, changes to 
Social Security laws in the 2000s were implemented to reverse this trend. Specific changes 
include raising the retirement age, decreasing benefits for workers who retire early, and 
providing credits for additional benefits for workers who delay retirement. Also, many benefit 
plans have changed from defined-benefit plans to defined-contribution plans; while defined-
contribution plans do not favor early or late retirement, defined-benefit plans encourage early 
retirement, so this change has resulted in a shift toward later retirement. Despite these changes, 
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amendments to the ADEA in 1986 removed mandatory retirement ages so older workers 
maintain the freedom to decide their own retirement plans.  
Another important factor is the economic crisis that began in 2007. With the poor 
economy, many have lost their jobs or investments they were depending upon for retirement. 
Workers who lost money as a result of the recession are much more likely to delay their 
retirement in order to replenish lost assets. Those who lost 40% or more of their investments are 
about twice as likely to delay retirement and half of workers age 50-64 asked about their 
retirement plans in a 2009 survey responded that they would postpone retiring three or more 
years because of the economic turmoil (Morin, 2009).  
Implications of an Age Diverse Workforce for Ageism  
This increased participation rate among older workers, in turn, means that the workplace 
is becoming increasingly age-diverse. Throughout the 20th century the workplace has always 
been a mix of adults age 18-65, but the age distribution has largely been influenced by the 
demographics of the Baby Boomers. Prior to the Baby Boomers’ entry into the workforce, the 
median worker age peaked at 40.5 in 1962, but as they began entering the workforce this number 
steadily dropped until about 1980 (Toossi, 2009). The median age had dropped to 34.8 in 1978, 
but this is expected to increase as the Baby Boomers age to 42.3 in 2018. The influence of this 
cohort on workforce demographics can be thought of as a snake swallowing an egg, where the 
bulge steadily passes through the body. 
Today many jobs have up to four different generations working side by side: 
Traditionalists (born before 1946), Baby Boomers (1946-1964), Generation X (also known as the 
Baby Bust cohort, 1965-1976), and the Millennials (also Generation Y, 1977-1997). By the year 
2020, there will be five generations as those born after 1997 (known as generation 2020) join the 
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workplace (Mesiter & Willyerd, 2010). Though many working-age Millennials have left the 
workforce to continue their education and make themselves more marketable, this cohort is 
actually larger than the Baby Boomers and, as younger Millennials reach working age and the 
older finish their schooling, they are expected to make up over 50% of the workforce by 2020 
(Toossi, 2009).This increased age diversity will create a unique environment where, for the first 
time, people with very different values, attitudes, experiences, and ways of communicating will 
have to interact in the workplace. These differences can potentially lead to conflict, with age 
stereotypes influencing the interactions between and attitudes toward each other. 
 Though ageism may not be uncommon in the workplace, it is generally not dealt with as 
seriously as racism or sexism. Sometimes this ageism is institutional, and the organization itself 
condones age discriminatory policies. Older workers may feel pressure to retire earlier than they 
otherwise would, they are more likely to be passed over for promotions and be excluded from 
training programs, and older unemployed individuals tend to have more trouble finding work 
while those that are employed are more likely to have their skills underutilized (Anti-Ageism 
Taskforce, 2006). Though the ADEA was passed in 1967 to help end age discrimination at work 
and has led to many improvements, many issues still persist. Though mandatory retirement has 
largely been eliminated, for some jobs, such as those with public safety implications, exceptions 
are made. State employees are also not allowed to seek monetary damages under the ADEA and, 
unlike Title VII of the Civil Rights Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, the 
ADEA does not allow for punitive and compensatory damages. Additionally, the majority of age 
discrimination cases filed are dismissed. In 2011, of the 23,465 complaints filed to the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, only 1.0% was resolved with the plaintiff receiving 
compensation (U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2012a). 
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 The consequences of widespread ageism at work are quite substantial. The economy as a 
whole benefits from keeping older adults active in the workforce (Feyrer, 2007) and work 
environments that discriminate based on age may drive them out. If negative age stereotypes are 
ingrained in those making hiring and promotion decisions, the organization may pass on skilled 
and productive employees (Tillsely & Taylor, 2001). Many studies have shown that older 
workers with the same credentials as younger workers are more likely to receive worse 
evaluations (Avolio & Barrett, 1987; Britton & Thomas, 1973; Rosen & Jerdee, 1976).The 
ADEA prohibits employers from discriminating on the basis of age so any actions taken by an 
organization that show clear differential treatment of employees due to their age are subject to 
litigation with financial consequences. These negative organizational consequences demonstrate 
the importance of addressing age discrimination at work.  
The costs of ageism go beyond the workplace and have a greater impact for society. The 
experience of negative stereotypes can lead to negative cognitive and physiological outcomes for 
the targets of ageism (Levy, 2003; Levy, 2009; Levy, Ashman, & Dror, 1999; Levy, Slade, & 
Gill, 2006). These outcomes include cognitive performance, self-efficacy, poorer handwriting 
ability, the will to live, hearing, functional health, and life expectancy. Educational opportunities, 
which are youth-oriented, tend to be much more limited for older individuals and negative 
attitudes towards older people also play a role in how housing, transportation, and service 
accommodations are made (Anti-Ageism Taskforce, 2006). In many instances, minor 
modifications could improve access to older people. The perceived vulnerability of older people 
makes them a prime target for predatory lending, pyramid schemes, pension schemes, and other 
practices that can greatly reduce life savings. Ageism among healthcare providers often 
discourage self-efficacy which, in turn, lowers expectations of one’s perceived health status. This 
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self-perception of health manifests itself as unhealthy behavior, which then leads to lower overall 
health. 
Theories Explaining Ageism 
 Given the pervasiveness of age stereotypes and their consequences, it is important to 
understand the roots of age stereotypes. People live in a complex social environment and have 
only limited cognitive resources; to deal with this cognitive burden people must be frugal with 
their cognitive resources and find ways to approximate large amounts of information (Cuddy & 
Fiske, 2004). Stereotyping is one strategy employed to help make judgments on social 
interactions when effortful processing is difficult (Bodenhausen & Lichtenstein, 1987; 
Kruglanski & Freund, 1983; Macrae, Milne, & Bodenhausen, 1994). Mental representations of 
outgroups tend to be more simple and extreme than those of ingroups, which helps process 
information about unfamiliar groups (Cuddy & Fiske, 2004). Stereotypes also help drive 
behavior: the beliefs held about particular groups influence interactions with them, often 
confirming the stereotypes creating a self-fulfilling prophecy. 
Several theories exist that explain age stereotypes, focusing on different levels – the 
individual, interpersonal, evolutionary, and sociocultural levels. The individual-level theories 
focus on how age stereotypes developed to protect one’s perceptions of the self. For example, 
terror management theory supposes that the realization of the inevitability of death instills a 
lingering fear in the mind (Becker, 1973). The individual must then overcome this dissonance by 
distancing themselves from reminders of death, such as elderly people, and associating with 
other young people (Greenberg, Schimel, & Mertens, 2004; Popham, Kennison, & Bradley, 
2011). Social identity theory has also been used to explain ageism. Individuals have a need to 
maintain a positive self-identity, of which group identity constitutes a large part. Therefore, 
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people strive to feel positively about the groups they belong to and create distinctions that 
elevate them over outgroups. Younger people will identify more strongly with other young 
people and distance themselves from older people to protect their egos (Kite & Wagner, 2004; 
Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  
 At the next level, interactions between individuals are used to explain age stereotypes. 
Langlois, Kalakanis, Rubenstein, Larson, Hallam, & Smoot, (2000) argued that ageism is a result 
of negative halo effects related to physical characteristics. Perceptions of attractiveness affect 
how people treat others and perceive themselves; the unattractive physical characteristics 
associated with aging lead others to believe that older people have many other negative traits. 
Similarly, another explanation focuses on overgeneralization effects of physical characteristics. 
Certain characteristics associated with age, such as droopy eyes, cause others to perceive older 
individuals as being lonesome and sad (Montepare & Zebrowitz, 2004). Social affordances have 
also been used to explain these stereotypes. People can learn to associate certain behaviors with 
physical traits. For example, children may learn that wrinkles signify a person who is not 
outgoing and believe every person with wrinkles they encounter will be not outgoing either 
(Palmore, 2003). These theories are all underscored by the idea that the highly visible 
unattractive physical features that accumulate with age are the basis for negative stereotypes.  
 Other explanations have proposed an evolutionary basis for ageism. In these theories, 
signs of evolutionary fitness are used to judge others. A study conducted by Burnstein, Crandall, 
and Kitayama (1994) showed that in hypothetical life-and-death situations, younger, more 
biologically fit people are favored over older ones. Other studies have suggested that people have 
evolved to view physical signs of aging as signs of weakness (Jensen & Oakley, 1980). Another 
suggestion is that groups are more likely to be stigmatized if they are associated with contagion 
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and are seen as having restricted access to resources (Kurzban & Leary, 2001). Yet another 
explanation examines a socioevolutionary cause. One theory on intergroup relations posits that 
people have evolved to live in effective groups to maximize group success and, in turn, 
individual success (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Cottrell, Neuberg, & Li, 2007). North and Fiske 
(2012) suggest that older people may not be able to contribute to group success as much as 
younger members and thus be subject to feelings of anger and resentment.   
 Many theories on ageism also explain its origins in a sociocultural context. Nelson (2005) 
discusses two major historical developments that changed society’s view of the elderly. First, the 
invention of the printing press meant that the culture and history of societal groups could be 
recorded and distributed to many. The status that elders in a society once held as purveyors of 
tradition and historical accounts was lost as access to this information became widespread. 
Second, the industrial revolution changed the nature of work for workers and their families. This 
created many jobs, but these jobs required workers to be mobile and migrate to where they were 
located. Older people were less mobile than younger people so the traditional family structure, 
where grandparents were very involved in the household, was abandoned as younger people left 
in search of jobs. Modernization of the workplace during the early 20th century also placed 
increased value on the ability to perform hard physical labor and less on skilled, experienced 
work so the elderly were increasingly seen as non-contributors to society. As previously 
discussed, medical advances have led to people living longer lives making older people a larger 
part of a society that did not know how to accommodate them (North & Fiske, 2012). Similarly, 
social role theory states that perceptions of groups of people are rooted in the roles they are 
believed to play in society (Eagly, 1987). In the context of age, the fact that older people retire 
from the workforce may cause people to view them as less agentic than younger people, who 
 
14 
continue working (Kite & Wagner, 2004).  
 The stereotype content model (SCM; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002) focuses on the 
content of stereotypes rather than their processes. According to this model, stereotypes function 
across two dimensions: warmth (good-natured, trustworthy, and friendly) and competence 
(independent, skillful, and able). Unlike previous models that considered stereotypes uniformly 
negative, the SCM suggests that stereotypes contain both positive and negative beliefs. This 
combination of beliefs affects people’s stereotypes and behaviors toward others of different 
groups. Studies have shown that elderly people are included in a cluster characterized as high in 
warmth and low in competence, alongside other groups such as physically and intellectually 
disabled individuals (Fiske et al., 1999, 2001). Groups in this cluster tend to elicit paternalistic 
prejudices, worthy of pity and sympathy. Accordingly, older people are viewed as a low status 
group that does not pose a threat for resources (North & Fiske, 2012).  
Resource Competition and Intergenerational Conflict 
 All of these theories offer some insight on how age stereotypes develop, though the 
number of theories and their different foci illustrate the complexity of this issue. Although this 
list of theories is not exhaustive, it is worthwhile to note that theories of age stereotypes rooted in 
resource competition are lacking. Two recent developments in the U.S. that will have a great 
impact on society are the recession economy and Baby Boomers’ arrival to retirement age; both 
may have a major influence on the development of age stereotypes. Specifically, this unique set 
of circumstances may result in perceived competition over resources. Younger people, who 
constitute the majority of the unemployed and may experience greater job insecurity, may view 
the older population, which has been slow to retire, as competition for scarce jobs. Moreover, by 
postponing retirement, older workers may elicit hostility by not vacating senior positions so 
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workers at lower levels can move up in the organization. Even if older workers begin to retire, 
they may still be the target of negative perceptions. With the U.S. in economic turmoil, concerns 
from pundits and politicians about the older population depleting government resources have 
resurfaced. These issues represent a gap in the age stereotype literature that this paper intends to 
help address.  
 Factors contributing to intergenerational conflict.  
 During the 2007 recession, unemployment levels surged and reached highs not seen in 
decades. Though the overall unemployment rate peaked at 10% in late 2009, there were 
substantial differences between groups. The unemployment rate for younger people in the 
workforce has been markedly high, averaging to 18.4% for ages 16-24 and 10.9% for ages 25-29 
in 2010 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013). During this same period, the average unemployment 
rate for those 45 and older was substantially lower at 7.4%. Though much of the literature agrees 
that age is an important antecedent to job insecurity, support for how age influences the 
experience of job insecurity has been mixed, with some studies finding a positive relationship 
(Hartley, Jacobson, Klandermans, & van Vuuren, 1991; Mohr, 2000), others a negative (Roskies 
& Louis-Guerin, 1990), and some with mixed results (Näswall & De Witte, 2003; Sverke, 
Hellgren, Näswall, Chirumbolo, De Witte, & Goslina, 2001). However, the unemployment rate 
for younger people is always higher than the overall unemployment rate (Elsby, Hobijn, & 
Sahin, 2010; Freeman & Wise, 1982) so, as a vulnerable group, during periods of high 
unemployment this group will likely experience greater job insecurity. As a group that is at a 
higher risk for being unemployed and is likely insecure about jobs they do hold, they are also 
likely to view work opportunities as a scarce resource for which they must compete. With a 
larger older population that still participates in the labor force, it is likely that younger 
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individuals may perceive direct competition with the older generation.    
 Another area where allocation of scarce resources can lead to competition is government 
spending. In 1935, the Social Security Act was passed to help protect people from perils of 
modern life such as poverty, unemployment, loss of a spouse or parents, and old age. Since its 
inception, this program has been widely supported and the inclusion of the elderly has never 
been a point of contention. This is likely because of widespread endorsement of negative age 
stereotypes that viewed older adults as vulnerable and in need of protection, a view that held 
them as the “deserving poor” (Binstock, 1985; Moody, 2002). However, as government welfare 
programs have become more expensive, critics have come forth and raised the issue of 
generational equity, often depicting the elderly as a burden on society. The debate on this issue 
has focused on the distribution of government money and whether the elderly are taking more 
than their fair share in comparison to other groups. Wisensale (1999) discussed four issues that 
characterize this debate. The first issue deals with allocation of resources, specifically looking at 
whether the resources provided to older adults are fair in comparison to what is provided to 
children.  The second issue is how the allocation of such resources affects the government 
deficit, which becomes especially salient in times of economic crisis. Third, how health care 
resources are rationed is another important matter. Lastly, the fairness in how Social Security is 
financed is questioned, specifically regarding whether the financial burden on younger adults is 
just.  
 Over the last century, the poverty rate for the elderly has dropped substantially (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2012d). While this does not mean that all older adults are financially secure, it 
has been the basis of public outcry at different times. During this same period, the poverty rate 
for children under 18 years of age has increased. While public perceptions toward Social 
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Security have largely remained positive, other programs that provide resources to poor children, 
such as Food Stamps and welfare, have been the target of political scrutiny and had resources cut 
(Moody, 2002). With the large older population on the verge of retirement, a major concern is 
whether there are enough working adults to support the large number of dependents. All of these 
issues are occurring at a time when the government is in record debt and government spending is 
a polarizing topic. As public outcry pushes government officials to review their spending, 
expensive programs become popular targets. Social Security has been brought up many times in 
the press due to the expected strain by the large number of dependents (e.g., Frezza, 2014; 
Reuteman, 2010; Shere, 2011). The attention placed on this issue makes it more salient to the 
younger population, reinforcing the idea of an age conflict over resources.  
 Theoretical basis for intergenerational conflict.  
 The large older population’s greater labor force participation and increasing consumption 
of government money through federal programs can lead to perceptions of this group as a threat 
to the success and well-being of the younger population. Such perceptions of competition may 
lead to negative outgroup attitudes (Sherif & Sherif, 1969). According to the classic work on 
realistic group conflict theory (RGCT; Bobo, 1983; LeVine & Campbell, 1972; Sherif, 1966; 
Sherif & Sherif, 1969), the existence of conflicting goals leads to intergroup hostility, and 
complimentary goals lead to positive perceptions of outgroups. More specifically, when the 
actions, beliefs, or characteristics of one group challenge the goal attainment or well-being of 
another group, the group will be perceived as a threat (Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006). This 
competition, real or perceived, can occur over issues such as group safety, economic interests, 
political power, social status, etc. (Jackson, 1993). Once the outgroup has been regarded as a 
threat, they become the target of negative attitudes and stereotypes. Over time, these stereotypes 
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become widely accepted and lead to high social distance between groups, setting the foundation 
for intergroup hostility. 
 RGCT has been supported by a substantial body of work since its inception (for reviews 
see Brown, 1995 & Jackson, 1993). Sherif and colleagues found that conflict occurred due to 
superordinate goals in several studies among boys in summer camps (Sherif, Harvey, White, 
Hood, & Sherif, 1961; Sherif & Sherif, 1953; Sherif, White, & Harvey, 1955). Similar results 
have been found with adolescents (Rabble & Horwitz, 1969) and adults (Blake & Mouton, 1961; 
1962). RGCT has also been applied to competition between groups that are less well defined, 
such as race. This theory has been used to explain prejudicial attitudes toward African-
Americans (Bobo, 1983), Hispanic and Asian immigrants (Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999), 
and Asian-Americans (Maddux, Galinsky, Cuddy, & Polifroni, 2008). However, little research 
has applied this theory of group conflict to age prejudice.  
 Some recent work on age stereotypes has focused on prescriptive beliefs about older 
adults. In contrast to descriptive stereotypes, which focus on what older people supposedly are, 
prescriptive stereotypes focus on the behavioral norms and characteristics older people should 
uphold. Work on age progressions speculates that there is an expected succession in control of 
shared resources that people follow as they age: younger people start off with limited resources, 
but have greater access to resources as they reach middle-age. As they continue into old age, 
having already had their turn with said resources, they are expected to relinquish them (North & 
Fiske, 2012; 2013). According to this body of work, younger people should endorse prescriptive 
stereotypes of the elderly in line with their beliefs on resource allocation. In particular, there are 
three domains where younger people are likely to hold such stereotypes to limit older adults’ 
access to resources: succession, consumption, and identity. 
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 The “succession” domain refers to the younger generations’ desire to ensure that there is 
a succession of important resources such as monetary wealth, political power, and seniority. 
Younger people possess fewer resources, so halting elderly control over them makes them 
available for younger groups to take. Similarly, the “consumption” domain refers to younger 
people’s desire to reduce older people’s consumption of shared resources, such as government 
welfare programs. Because these resources are finite, greater elder consumption means that less 
is available for younger people. By restricting how much older adults consume, young groups 
can take in more themselves. Lastly, the “identity” domain involves perceived obtrusion by older 
people on symbolic resources important to youth identity. Certain activities, roles, and styles that 
are seen as “cool” by younger generations compose a social identity boundary that should not be 
crossed by older generations; attempts to do so are to be met with resistance.    
 These ideas provide a theoretical rationale for why the current U.S. economic climate 
may lead to more widespread negative stereotypes against older adults. RGCT posits that 
negative stereotypes develop when groups come into conflict, real or perceived, over scarce 
resources. The high unemployment rate may lead to perceptions of increased competition for 
scarce jobs. Because unemployment is highest among younger workers, this sense of competition 
may be focused on the older generation and negative outgroup stereotypes may develop. 
Controversy surrounding government spending and debt also continues to receive a great deal of 
attention, and concerns about federal funding to programs such as Social Security are high, 
especially with the large number of older workers approaching retirement. A perceived conflict 
may exist between the young and old over how government money is being spent. From an age 
progression perspective, the succession and consumption domains are particularly applicable. 
Younger people may expect succession of employment opportunities where older workers, who 
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have already had an opportunity to advance to the most senior and well-paying jobs, should 
move on to retirement so those below them on the organizational ladder can advance. Younger 
people may also believe that older workers, due to their great numbers, are draining government 
programs that are supposed to provide aid to all age groups. If the older generation’s access to 
these resources is not limited, then there is less available for other needy groups, such as 
children, and, as these programs run dry, there will be nothing left for the current young 
generations when they reach benefit age.  
 There is reason to believe such conflicts may occur or already be occurring. Though not 
specifically focusing on either RGCT or age progressions, some studies have shown that 
intergroup hostility arises due to conflict over economic resources. In Canada, rising and falling 
opposition to immigration has paralleled increases and decreases in the unemployment rate 
(Palmer, 1996). In the United States, concerns about immigration are highest among people 
lower in socioeconomic status and with less education (Pew Hispanic Center, 2006) and the 
strongest endorsers of anti-African-American prejudice are Caucasians closest to them in 
socioeconomic status (Greeley & Sheatsley, 1971; Pettigrew, 1978). These studies demonstrate 
that people are more likely to endorse negative outgroup stereotypes when they feel their 
economic well-being is threatened, so it follows that this same trend might be seen with ageism 
during major recessions. In fact, the number of age discrimination cases received by the ADEA 
peaked at 24,582 in 2008, an increase of over 5000 from the previous year and over 10,000 from 
the near 25 year low in 1999 (U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2012a; 2012b). 
The number of cases received has remained high, at approximately 23,000, every year since the 
beginning of the economic collapse.  
Additionally, the potential intergenerational conflict has received increasing attention in 
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the media. Some pundits have speculated that the high youth unemployment rates may lead to 
overt intergenerational conflict (Hofland, 2013) and that it is the cause of growing civil unrest, as 
well as a possible catalyst for uprisings in the Middle East (Tapscott, 2011). The financing and 
structure of Social Security have also been the focus of media scrutiny (e.g., Bingham, 2011; 
Johnston, 2012; Kessler, 2012). Recent polls show that the vast majority of Americans do not 
want to see cuts to Social Security (Pew Research Center, 2013), but they also believe that the 
program has serious problems (CNN/ORC International, 2011a). Despite this consensus on 
Social Security’s negative outlook, adults age 50 and above oppose most major changes to 
benefits (Sedensky, 2013). Polls also show age differences in feelings toward Social Security: in 
a poll conducted by CNN/ORC International (2011b), 42% of respondents age 18-34 agreed with 
a description of Social Security as a “monstrous lie” and a “failure”, whereas only 21% of those 
ages 50-64 and 14% 65 and over found it accurate. Some pundits and activists have gone so far 
as to directly blame government aid to older adults as a major cause for the economic turmoil 
and claim that lobbies for older persons’ interests are “stealing from the young” to give to the old 
and leaving nothing for future generations (Friedman, 2013; Jaffe, 2013). Though not explicitly 
tied to generational conflict, it is interesting to note the demographics of the recent political 
movements in the U.S. Of the “Occupy Wall Street” movement’s members, 64.2% are below the 
age of 35 (Cordero-Guzman, 2013), while the majority of Tea Party supporters are over 45 years 
of age (The New York Times, 2010). This shows that, in times of economic hardship, people will 
demonstrate to voice their concerns and that the movements that arise may be influenced, at least 
in part, by age.  
The Current Study  
 There has been very little work looking at the development of age prejudice as a response 
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to perceived competition over resources. Though age conflict resulting from economic 
competition has often been speculated (e.g., Dychtwald, 1999; Minkler, 2006; Turner, 1998), 
virtually no empirical work has investigated the issue. What work has been done has 
conceptualized intergenerational conflict in terms of perceptions of which age groups are more 
deserving of resources (such as government welfare and higher salaries; Irwin, 1996) or as public 
opinion on old-age assistance (Hamil-Luker, 2001), but nothing has looked at how this conflict 
influences overall attitudes toward older workers. One of the main purposes of this study is to 
help address this gap in the literature by establishing a relationship between competition over 
economic resources and a direct measure of ageism. The current economic situation has created 
an environment where jobs are scarce and turnover is high. Thus, unemployment, 
underemployment, and job insecurity will be the focus as jobs are a coveted resource over which 
perceived competition should be high, which may serve as a precursor for negative outgroup 
attitudes. To help elucidate these processes linear regression analyses will be used to investigate 
what relationships, if any, exist between the predictor variables and ageist beliefs. This will serve 
as a first step in establishing an empirically-based model of resource threat and ageism. The 
following sections discuss key predictor variables, potential moderating and mediating variables, 
and hypothesized relationships.  
Unemployment. 
An unemployed individual is one who does not have a job, but is currently seeking one. 
The emphasis is on ‘currently seeking’; those who are not employed and do not wish to be (e.g., 
retirees, homemakers, full-time students, etc.) are not considered unemployed persons. 
Officially, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2009) defines unemployment as not having a job, 
being available for work, and having sought out employment over the past four weeks. However, 
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this definition has garnered a lot of criticism as it does not adequately capture the true state of 
employment turmoil (Hauser, 1974; Jensen & Slack, 2003). Many workers who lose their jobs 
and experience long-term unemployment eventually give up looking for work, usually due to 
lack of success. These are known as “discouraged workers” and, because they are not actively 
seeking work, are not counted in the unemployment rate. This definition also does not take into 
account workers who are underemployed – those who are employed part time and wish to have 
full-time employment or do not utilize all of their skills. Given these issues, the impact of 
unemployment is actually much larger than what the unemployment rate suggests.  
While an individual’s primary motivation for employment is financial well-being, it also 
provides several other latent benefits to psychological well-being that are described in Jahoda’s 
(1982) latent deprivation model. Work imposes a time structure, provides a sense of collective 
purpose, a shared social contract, a sense of social identity and status, and requires regular 
activity. This is rooted in the idea that an individual has several deep-seeded needs such as 
having structure in their lives, expanding their social horizon, working with others to achieve 
collective goals that provide a sense of usefulness, knowing that they have a place and society, 
and being active on a regular basis (Jahoda, 1984). 
Beyond the obvious economic consequences of unemployment, there are a variety of 
other negative outcomes associated with it as well. Unemployed persons generally report higher 
levels of psychological distress (Henwood & Miles, 1987) and depression (Feather & O’Brien, 
1986) as well as lower self-esteem (Muller, Hicks, & Winocur, 1993). Unemployment also has a 
negative impact on personal and family well-being (Vinokur & Caplan, 1987) and is associated 
with higher levels of personal distress (Kinicki, 1985), depressive symptoms, and lower self-
esteem (Tiggemann & Winefield, 1984). A meta-analysis by McKee-Ryan et al. (2005) supports 
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these findings, showing that unemployment has a negative impact on mental health. It has also 
been shown to have differential effects where the unemployment rate is high; lower mental 
health is reported when a worker experiences job loss during periods of high unemployment 
(Cohn, 1978; Turner, 1995).Though unemployment has been studied as an antecedent for many 
negative outcomes, it has not been studied as an antecedent for ageism. Competition over 
resources can lead to negative outgroup stereotypes, so in the current economic climate where 
younger workers are disproportionately unemployed and a large older generation is slow to 
retire, unemployment should be positively associated with endorsement of ageist beliefs directed 
toward older adults. Furthermore, beyond one’s current employment status, the salience of 
unemployment in an individual’s life should bolster endorsement of ageist beliefs. Specifically, 
individuals who have been unemployed for longer and individuals who observe high 
unemployment among their peers (family, friends, etc.) should more strongly endorse ageist 
beliefs.  
Hypothesis 1a: unemployment status is associated with greater endorsement of ageist 
beliefs toward older persons.  
Hypothesis 1b: longer duration of unemployment is associated with greater endorsement 
of ageist beliefs toward older persons. 
Hypothesis 1c: greater unemployment among peers is associated with greater 
endorsement of ageist beliefs toward older persons. 
 
Underemployment. 
As previously discussed, one of the criticisms of using the unemployment rate as a metric 
for overall economic health is that it does not account for workers who are underemployed. 
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Underemployment, though related to unemployment, is much more complex and this complexity 
has sparked the interest of researchers from a variety of disciplines. However, much of the early 
work on this topic has been atheoretical and the different research perspectives have spawned 
many different labels for the same concepts, each with their own definitions (Feldman, 1996). 
For example, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2010) has defined “labor market underutilization” 
to include unemployed persons and involuntary part-time workers. Burris (1983) described 
“subjective feelings of overqualification” referring to the extent workers feel overqualified or 
overeducated in their jobs. Feldman, Leana, and Bolino (2002) defined “relative deprivation” as 
the subjective feelings workers have about the discrepancy between their current job conditions 
and desired conditions. Despite these discrepancies, underemployment can broadly be defined as 
possessing employment below the individual’s full working capacity. 
A few reviews have attempted to organize the literature on underemployment (most 
notably Feldman, 1996; McKee-Ryan & Harvey, 2011). These reviews have established eight 
dimensions of underemployment that exist on a continuum of subjectivity, with one end defined 
by objective measures (such as characteristics of the job) and the other by subjective measures 
(such as individual interpretation of one’s employment situation). From most objective to most 
subjective, these dimensions are: pay/hierarchical underemployment, hours underemployment, 
work-status congruence, overeducation, job field underemployment, skill underutilization, 
perceived overqualification, and relative deprivation. Pay/hierarchical underemployment refers 
to workers who are paid less or have lower status jobs compared to their last job (for the 
reemployed) or compared to similarly skilled or situated workers (for recent labor force 
entrants). Hours underemployment describes when an individual is working less hours than he or 
she would like to, such as having part-time employment instead of full-time. Work-status 
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congruence represents a match (or mismatch) between employees’ preferences for his or her 
current work status (e.g., number of hours worked, work schedules, and shifts) and his or her 
actual status. Overeducation is the degree to which one requires their level of education for his or 
her current job. Job field underemployment occurs when an individual works in a field outside 
their formal area of training. Skill underutilization results when a worker does not get to utilize 
his or her skills and experience to the fullest extent possible. Perceived overqualification is a 
worker’s evaluation about whether he or she is overqualified for their current role, possessing 
more skills or education than believed to be necessary. Relative deprivation reflects whether a 
worker feels entitled to more than his or her current job provides. No scales currently exist that 
assess all of these dimensions, though this is not a problem for the current study as the subjective 
dimensions are more relevant. Ageism may arise if a threat to employment opportunities is 
perceived even if it is not necessarily real.  
As with unemployment and job insecurity, underemployment has been on the rise due to 
the “Great Recession”. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2010), 8.8 million 
Americans worked part-time jobs because they could not find full-time employment. As the 
unemployment rate has fallen in recent years, the incidence of underemployment has been on the 
rise, reported at 9.7% by Jacobe in 2010. When overqualification is included in the measurement 
of underemployment, these estimates are substantially higher with some studies finding that one 
in three people in the U.S. are underemployed (Green & McIntosh, 2007; Green & Zhu, 2010). 
The underemployment literature supports these trends, which finds that reemployed workers tend 
to find lower quality employment than what was lost (Gowan, Riordan, & Gatewood, 1999; 
Hijzen, Upward, & Wright, 2010; Kinicki, Prussia, & McKee-Ryan, 2000). Currently, 
underemployment is on the rise with some finding an upward, linear trend (Vaisey, 2006).  
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Underemployment has been linked to a variety of negative outcomes as well. 
Underemployment is negatively related to job satisfaction (e.g., Brasher & Chen, 1999; Johnson 
& Johnson, 2000; Khan & Morrow, 1991; Mayard, Joseph, et al., 2006) and job involvement 
(e.g., Burke, 1997; Feldman & Turnley, 1995). It is positively associated with work alienation 
(Lee, 2005) and certain dimensions of underemployment negatively predict job performance 
(Watt & Hargis, 2010). There is also evidence to suggest that overqualified workers are more 
likely to turn over than adequately qualified workers (McGuiness & Wooden, 2009). However, 
no studies looked at the relationship between underemployment and ageism. Age has been 
identified as an antecedent for underemployment and, though findings have been mixed, there is 
some evidence that underemployment peaks between the ages of 18-24 (Tam, 2010). However, 
given the prevalence of ageism in organizations, older workers may also be subject to the 
experience of underemployment. In any case, the same way unemployment may be associated 
with ageism due to competition over scarce jobs, underemployment may be associated with 
ageism due to competition over scarce desirable jobs.   
Hypothesis 1d: greater underemployment is associated with greater endorsement of 
ageist beliefs toward older persons.  
Hypothesis 1e: greater underemployment is associated with greater endorsement of 
ageist beliefs toward younger persons. 
 
Job Insecurity. 
Job insecurity has also been widely studied as a predictor for negative personal outcomes. 
It is conceptually similar to unemployment, but whereas unemployment involves the loss of 
employment status, job insecurity is defined as the perceived threat of losing one’s job and the 
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anxiety related to that threat (De Witte, 2007). More broadly, it is a state between unemployment 
and employment where the worker is uncertain about having their current job in the future 
(Sverke & Hellgren, 2002; van Vuuren, 1990). Job insecurity is characterized by three different 
aspects; the first is that it is inherently a subjective experience (De Witte, 2007). A worker may 
feel that his or her job is at risk when, in fact, there is no real threat to it. In contrast, a worker 
may not be at all concerned about the future of their job when they are on the verge of being 
dismissed. Second, it is also characterized by uncertainty about the future. A worker that does 
not have any reliable information available about their employment situation is unable to do 
anything to prepare for or cope with job loss, such as begin looking for a new job. Third, job 
insecurity is involuntary by nature; workers who experience job insecurity hold positions that 
they believe are stable. A worker who opts for a job that is uncertain in nature, such as a 
temporary laborer, is not subject to job insecurity because they understand when hired that their 
position is short-term and turnover is expected.  
Job insecurity, because of its subjective nature, has also been problematic for 
measurement. Not every worker who experiences job insecurity loses their job, and not every 
worker who loses their job experiences job insecurity. Therefore, the number of workers who are 
insecure will not necessarily match the number who actually lose their jobs, and, in fact, may 
greatly exceed it. According to an estimate put forth by Kalleberg, Reskin, and Hudson (2000), 
8-9% of Americans feel insecure about their jobs, while European findings have percentages 
around this level that vary by country – Belgium has about 5.1% of workers who report being 
insecure and Hungary 14.5% (De Witte, 2007). The economic decline of the 2000s has also 
likely increased these numbers. While the percentages may be low, they still translate to a large 
absolute number of workers. 
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Like unemployment, job insecurity is also related to negative physical and mental health 
effects such as lower job/life satisfaction (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; Davy, Kinicki, & 
Scheck, 1997; Rosenblatt, Talmud, & Ruvio, 1999), higher burnout (Dekker & Schaufeli, 1995) 
and anxiety and psychosomatic effects (Burchell, 1994; Hartley et al., 1991; Landsbergis, 1988; 
van Vuuren, 1990). It has also been suggested that insecurity can lead to lower overall well-
being (Hellgren & Sverke, 2003) and, as a chronic stressor, these effects worsen over time (van 
Vuuren, 1990). As previously stated, age has been noted as an important antecedent for job 
insecurity, but there have been mixed results on which age groups are most likely to experience 
it. Because younger workers always experience greater unemployment during recessions, and 
because younger workers tend to possess less work experience and tenure than older workers, 
during periods of recession younger workers may be particularly vulnerable to the experience of 
job insecurity. As with unemployment and underemployment, job insecurity has not been studied 
as an antecedent to ageism. Workers who are the most concerned about losing their jobs will also 
be very concerned about reemployment opportunities. For these individuals, perceived 
competition for work should be as salient as those who are unemployed, which should also 
predict endorsement of ageist stereotypes.  
Hypothesis 1f: greater job insecurity is associated with greater endorsement of ageist 
beliefs toward older persons. 
 
Work centrality.  
Work centrality is an important concept that may be a factor in acceptance of age-
prejudiced attitudes. Work centrality is often defined as the personal beliefs about how much 
importance one attributes to work in their lives (Walsh & Gordon, 2008). It is the extent to which 
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an individual identifies with their work and views it as an important and defining aspect of life 
(Diefendorf, Brown, Kamin, & Lord, 2002). This belief affects not only their behavior at work, 
but also outside of the workplace (Alvesson, Ashcraft, & Thomas, 2008). An individual high in 
work centrality identifies very strongly with his or her work and sees roles in other domains as 
inseparable from the work role. This attitude is stable over time and is not affected by 
experiences at work, such as an increase in job demands or decrease in work resources, nor does 
the work setting affect this attitude (Hirschfeld & Field, 2000).  
 Individuals high in work centrality view work as an important part of life, providing 
meaning. When these individuals lose their job, they experience more negative consequences 
than those who do not view work as important (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Jackson, 
Stafford, Banks, & Warr, 1983; Kinicki, 1989). Results from a meta-analysis have also found a 
negative correlation between work centrality and both mental health and life satisfaction 
following unemployment McKee-Ryan et al. (2005). Because people with high work centrality 
view work as an important source of meaning and fulfillment, job loss will be particularly 
threatening. Therefore, work centrality should moderate the relationships between 
unemployment, underemployment, job insecurity, and ageism.  
Hypothesis 2a: the relationship between unemployment status and endorsement of ageist 
beliefs is moderated by work centrality. 
Hypothesis 2b: the relationship between duration of unemployment and endorsement of 
ageist beliefs is moderated by work centrality. 
Hypothesis 2c: the relationship between peer unemployment and endorsement of ageist 
beliefs is moderated by work centrality. 
Hypothesis 2d: the relationship between underemployment and endorsement of ageist 
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beliefs is moderated by work centrality. 
Hypothesis 2e: the relationship between job insecurity and endorsement of ageist beliefs 
is moderated by work centrality. 
 
Realistic threat felt from older adults. 
As discussed throughout this paper, competition over resources such as employment 
opportunities, government money, and societal status can lead to intergroup conflict. When a 
group views another group as a threat to goal attainment, regardless if they pose an actual threat 
or just a perceived one, negative stereotypes and attitudes develop that can then lead to hostility. 
Age groups are very visible and, according to Social Identity Theory, are important to one’s 
individual-level identity. Therefore, because younger and older people view themselves as 
distinct groups, because a large disparity exists between age groups in unemployment rates, and 
because good jobs are scarce, negative age-based beliefs may develop due to perceived 
intergroup threat stemming from competition over jobs. This suggests that any relationships 
between unemployment, underemployment, job insecurity, and ageism exist due to the 
perception of such threats. Therefore, perception of threat felt from older persons should mediate 
these relationships.  
Hypothesis 3a: unemployment status is associated with greater perceived realistic threat 
felt from older persons. 
Hypothesis 3b: longer duration of unemployment is associated with greater perceived 
realistic threat felt from older persons. 
Hypothesis 3c: greater peer unemployment is associated with greater perceived realistic 
threat felt from older persons. 
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Hypothesis 3d: greater underemployment is associated with greater perceived realistic 
threat felt from older persons. 
Hypothesis 3e: greater job insecurity is associated with greater perceived realistic threat 
felt from older persons. 
 
Hypothesis 4a: the relationship between unemployment status and endorsement of ageist 
beliefs toward older persons is mediated by perceived realistic threat. 
Hypothesis 4b: the relationship between duration of unemployment and endorsement of 
ageist beliefs toward older persons is mediated by perceived realistic threat. 
Hypothesis 4c: the relationship between peer unemployment and endorsement of ageist 
beliefs toward older persons is mediated by perceived realistic threat. 
Hypothesis 4d: the relationship between underemployment and endorsement of ageist 
beliefs toward older persons is mediated by perceived realistic threat. 
Hypothesis 4e: the relationship between job insecurity and endorsement of ageist beliefs 










 Participants were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk website (MTurk; 
www.mturk.com). MTurk has “workers” complete tasks, known as HITs, set up by “requesters” 
for monetary compensation. This was originally designed as a means to get humans to perform 
tasks that computers often struggle with, such as accurate transcription of audio files or 
identification of specific behaviors in a video. However, the large participant pool and low costs 
of recruitment have made this platform increasingly popular as a method of data collection over 
the last several years. Several behavioral studies have already been conducted using MTurk in a 
variety of contexts (e.g., Mason & Watts, 2009; Kaufmann, Schulze, & Veit, 2011; Suri & 
Watts, 2011). Though a number of concerns have been raised about the quality of MTurk 
samples (see Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2012), they have been found to have psychometric 
properties comparable to that of more commonly used samples (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 
2011). MTurk samples also have some advantages over more traditional undergraduate research 
populations: they tend to be more demographically diverse (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 
2011) and are more likely to possess work experience. Both of these make this sample 
particularly appealing for this study- the greater age diversity can provide insight into how 
participants’ age factors into the proposed relationships and the sample’s labor force 
participation is necessary to investigate the effects of unemployment, underemployment, and job 
insecurity.  
 A total of 426 MTurk workers participated in this study, though data from 26 was 
discarded after implementing data cleaning procedures (described in further detail below) 
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bringing the total to 400 (172 male, 228 female) useable participants. Participants’ ages ranged 
from 19 to 82 (M = 37.58, SD = 12.36) and 26 self-identified as African-American, 17 as Asian, 
322 as White/Caucasian, 19 as Hispanic/Latino, 3 as Pacific Islander, and 13 as multiracial. They 
represent a heterogeneous sample of the workforce, with 47 currently not employed, 5 having 
fixed-term employment, 17 working on a piecework/commission basis, 5 having seasonal 
employment, 77 working part-time, and 246 working full-time; 3 participants did not report their 
current employment situation.  
Procedure  
 A description of the task was posted on the MTurk website with a brief description of 
what participants would be asked to do. Participation was restricted to workers that were age 18 
or older, currently resided in the U.S., and had maintained a HIT approval rate of at least 95% 
over at least 50 tasks. Participants were further informed that their work would not be accepted if 
their survey completion time was much faster than expected based on pilot tests (they were told 
the survey should take no more than 40 minutes but not given the minimum time) and if they 
failed too many questions designed to check response quality (they were not given the exact 
number of failed items acceptable). Participants were compensated $1.50 for completion and the 
average completion time was approximately 30 minutes. The measures used in this study were 
included as part of a larger survey.  
 The survey consisted of two parts: a screening survey and the actual survey. Once 
participants accepted the MTurk HIT, they were provided with a link to the screening survey. 
The screening survey consisted of a single forced response item asking them to enter their 
MTurk worker identification number (MID). Code was included in the MTurk HIT that would 
append the MID to the redirection URL, which the screening survey would retrieve, present to 
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the participants, and then ask if it was correct; This procedure made it less likely that participants 
would enter a random string of characters. Once participants confirmed their MID, they were 
redirected to the actual survey and their MID was stored. After a batch of participants was 
collected, their MIDs would be included as embedded data in the screening survey so that 
anyone that entered a stored MID would be redirected to a page thanking them for their interest 
but informing them that they cannot participate more than once. Because MIDs are not 
completely anonymous, results from the screening survey were kept separate from the actual 
survey’s results without a means to link them.  
Instruments  
 Unemployment. 
 To assess current employment status, three items were adapted from the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics’ (2009) definition of unemployment. These items include: “Do you currently hold any 
full-time, part-time, temporary, or seasonal employment?”, “Are you currently available for 
work?”, and “Have you, over the last four weeks, actively looked for a job?”. If the participant 
answered “no” to the first question and “yes” to the second and third questions then he or she is 
considered unemployed. This was used to be consistent with more widespread definitions of 
unemployment common in the literature and to ensure that participants who report not having 
jobs are actually available and willing to work (for example, not on maternity leave, on 
disability, or have full-time student status). Items for this scale are presented in Appendix A. 
 Experience with unemployment.  
Experience with unemployment goes beyond one’s current employment status and seeks 
to understand how much of an impact unemployment has had on a person’s life. This was 
accomplished by focusing on the longest period of unemployment the participant has 
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experienced and how many of his or her peers have been unemployed, which tap into an 
individual and a social element of unemployment. The frame of reference was restricted to the 
past seven years to ensure that these unemployment experiences were related to the current 
recession as the societal factors (e.g., size of older population, perceived causes of recession, 
unemployment representation by age group) were different compared to prior U.S. recessions. 
To assess length of unemployment, participants were asked “Have you ever been unemployed 
during the past seven years?” and, if the response was “yes”, were then asked “During the past 
seven years, what was the duration of your longest unemployment, in months?”. To assess peer 
unemployment, participants were asked “Has any person in your social network (relatives, 
friends, coworkers, acquaintances, etc.) been unemployed during the past seven years?” and, if 
the response was “yes”, were then asked “During the past seven years, how many people in your 
social network (relatives, friends, coworkers, acquaintances, etc.) have been unemployed?” Both 
follow-up questions were scored on a continuous scale with length of unemployment measured 
in months and peer unemployment measured in number of people. Items for this scale are 
presented in Appendix B. 
Underemployment. 
 Underemployment was measured using the Scale of Perceived Overqualification 
(Maynard, Joseph, & Maynard, 2006). This scale included nine items that focus on the 
overqualification dimension of underemployment which assesses if individuals feel they have 
more education, experience, and/or skills than required by their current job (α = .89). There are 
currently no measures of underemployment that include all of the dimensions identified by the 
diverse body of work on the topic from different disciplines. A scale that focused on perceived 
overqualification was selected over those focusing on other dimensions because it is more 
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subjective in nature, which may be more predictive of perceived threat than objective measures. 
This subjectivity is also advantageous as it is not feasible to collect certain objective measures of 
underemployment from an anonymous participant pool. Items were rated on a five-point Likert 
scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) and an underemployment score was computed 
by taking the mean of all responses. Items for this scale are presented in Appendix C. 
 Job insecurity. 
The five-item, unidimensional Job Insecurity Scale (Hellgren, Chirumbolo, De Witte, 
Goslinga, Näswall, & Sverke, 2001) has participants rate items on a five-point Likert scale (1 = 
strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) to measure global job insecurity. Reliability for this scale 
was assessed on populations from four countries: Belgium (α = .90), Italy (α = .76), the 
Netherlands (α = .91), and Sweden (α = .89). Overall job insecurity score was calculated by 
taking the average of the ratings for all items. This scale was selected because it provides a short 
measure of job insecurity with acceptable reliability scores. Items for this scale are presented in 
Appendix D. 
Work centrality.   
The Work Involvement Questionnaire (Kanungo, 1982) is a unidimensional six-item 
measure that was adapted to be rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = 
strongly agree) to assess level of work centrality (α = .75). A work centrality score is calculated 
by taking the mean of all item responses. Though this scale was designed to measure “work 
involvement”, the definition of this construct is actually the same as that of work centrality. This 
difference in nomenclature is likely due to inconsistencies in the early literature on work 
centrality (Paullay, Alliger, & Stone-Romero, 1994) and, despite the name, this scale is one of 
few that actually measures work centrality without being contaminated by other similar 
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constructs such as job involvement. Items for this scale are presented in Appendix E. 
Perceived threat from older persons. 
Participants responded to nine questions measuring realistic threat felt from older adults 
in a variety of domains including economic and political threats. These items were adapted from 
a measure designed to assess realistic threat felt from Asian Americans (α = .93; Maddux et al., 
2008), which, in turn, was adapted from a measure designed to assess threat felt from African 
Americans (Stephan et al., 2002) and. Items were modified to be relevant to older persons and 
were rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). Items for this 
scale are presented in Appendix F. 
Ageism toward the old. 
An adapted version of the Fraboni Scale of Ageism (FSA; Fraboni, Saltstone, & Hughes, 
1990) was used to assess ageism toward older adults. Earlier ageism scales only assessed the 
cognitive component of ageism, whereas the FSA was developed to assess the affective 
component and discriminatory behaviors as well. The FSA has become one of the most widely 
used scales of ageism and its psychometric properties have subsequently been scrutinized. Rupp, 
Vodanovich, and Crede (2005) reexamined the factor structure of the original scale and revised it 
so that it included 23 items loading on three factors: stereotypes (α = .79), separation (α = .76), 
and attitudes (α = .70). The scale was further modified by changing the referent from “old 
persons” to “older persons” so it would be more relevant to older members of the workforce. 
Several items in the stereotype dimension were not applicable when the referent was changed to 
older persons (e.g., “Teenage suicide is more tragic than suicide among the old.”) so they were 
removed and replaced with new items reflecting stereotypes of older persons in the workplace. A 
total of six stereotype items were discarded and replaced with five workplace stereotypes items. 
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Due to the salience of the workplace in these items, it was expected that they would load onto a 
distinct factor, bringing the total number of dimensions to four. This was evaluated using 
confirmatory factor analysis. Items were rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 
5 = strongly agree) and a score was calculated for each dimension by averaging scores for that 
dimensions’ items. Items for this scale are presented in Appendix G. 
Ageism toward the young. 
As previously discussed, modern views on ageism look at not only attitudes toward the 
old, but also attitudes toward the young. In order to draw conclusions about the effect of resource 
threat on ageism toward the young, a scale that measures such youth ageism is necessary. 
Unfortunately, little work has been done to develop such a scale and no scales currently exist that 
assess the different dimensions of ageism directed toward younger persons. To deal with this, six 
items on stereotypes of younger persons in the workplace were created. This was done to parallel 
the workplace stereotype items created for older adults; if the adapted FSA did not function as 
intended then these workplace specific stereotype scales could still be used to make inferences 
about attitudes toward each group. These were also rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 = 
strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) and a scale score was calculated by taking the mean. Items 
for this scale are presented in Appendix H. 
Data Cleaning 
 Though MTurk samples are increasingly being used for data collection, it is still a 
relatively novel source and there is a lot of discussion on how to ensure quality data (see Long, 
2012; Paolacci & Warglien, 2009). Because participants are being offered monetary 
compensation and are allowed to complete the survey in an unproctored setting, response quality 
is a concern. To help ameliorate these issues, several screening procedures were included in a 
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stepwise fashion in line with recommendations from Huang, Curran, Keeney, Poposki, and 
DeShon (2012). Specific procedures included screening based on failed item checks, response 
frequency, completion time, and response invariance. As previously stated, the work of 26 
participants was rejected and removed prior to running any analyses. This process is illustrated in 
Figure 2. 
 Item checks. 
 Six items were distributed throughout the survey designed to check if the participant was 
responding thoughtfully. These items used the same rating scale as the items around them, but 
had clear correct responses (e.g., please choose “strongly agree” for this question). This was the 
first step in data screening and if a participant responded incorrectly to more than one of these 
items, their work was rejected. Participants who missed more than one of these items may have 
been responding to questions at random. A total of 17 participants were rejected based on this 
criterion. 
 Response frequency. 
 The second step was to reject participants who did not complete a high percentage of the 
survey. The cutoff was set at 90% and participants who missed more than 20 of the 197 items 
were discarded. Participants who missed more than 10% of the survey likely were not highly 
motivated and the accuracy of their ratings should be called into question. An additional two 
participants were discarded based on this criterion. The highest missing percentage for an 
included participant was about 7%.  
Completion time. 
 The third step in the screening procedure was to review the time taken to complete the 







1. Item Checks 
Six items were included to check 
quality of responses (e.g., "Please 
choose 'strongly agree' for this 
question). If more than one of these 
was answered incorrectly, data from 
the participant was discarded. 
17 
2. Response Frequency 
Participants who failed to respond 
to a large amount of the items were 
discarded. The cutoff was set at 
approximately 10% (20/197 items).  
2 
3. Completion Time 
Total time to complete the survey 
was used to screen for poor quality 
data. Participants who completed 
the survey in under 7:30 minutes 
were discarded.  
6 
4. Response Invariance 
Response variance was used to 
check if respondents filled out the 
survey with mostly the same 
responses. Any participants whose 
data had a standard deviation below 
.50 were removed.  
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had time to read, comprehend, process, and thoughtfully respond to each question. A minimum 
completion time was set by asking four individuals (two undergraduates and two graduate 
students) to pilot the study and read each question carefully. Completion times for pilot testers 
ranged from 15-27 minutes. Half of the fastest pilot completion time, 7 minutes and 30 seconds, 
was used as a cutoff to minimize data rejection. Six additional participants were rejected because 
they completed the survey too quickly.  
 Response invariance.  
 The final screening step was to look at the response variance for each participant. If there 
was little variance, it would mean that participants largely provided the same response for every 
item in the survey. This would be very unlikely given that the included scales measured a variety 
of distinct constructs and included several reverse-coded items. A standard deviation was 
calculated for each participant, and anyone below .50 was rejected. One other participant was 
rejected based on this cutoff.  
Missing Data 
 Pattern of missing data. 
 The pattern of missing data was calculated for each scale separately using Little’s 
Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) Test (Little, 1988). A significant p-value indicates that 
the missing responses are not missing completely at random and may be missing according to a 
variable that was measured (MAR) or a variable that was not measured (MNAR). Results from 
Little’s MCAR Test indicate that all but one of the scales are MCAR. One of the ageism 
dimensions, the attitude dimension, had a significant p-value meaning that it was not missing 
completely at random. Separate variance t-tests were then evaluated to see if the pattern of 




missing data may be MNAR. However, due to the small number of missing values, 18 out of 
2000 (.09%), no additional actions were taken to model this missing data.  
 Data imputation.  
 Expectation maximization (EM) was used to impute data for missing responses 
(Dempster, Laird, & Rubin, 1977). It is a maximum likelihood procedure that uses a regression 
equation to impute missing values. After this imputation, new parameters estimates are 
calculated and then used to rerun the regression imputation to produce new replacement data. 
This process is repeated in an iterative fashion until the estimates converge (Howell, 2007). EM 
is advantageous to many other more commonly uses methods of dealing with missing data 
because it produces unbiased estimates and overcomes issues of underestimating standard errors 
(Schafer, 1997; Schafer & Olsen, 1998). This procedure was used to impute values for 891 
missing values (1.13% of all values). Missing data was not a major concern though as no scale 
was missing more than 1.13% of the responses. 
Overview of Analyses 
In order to assess the effect of resource threat on ageist beliefs, hierarchical multiple 
linear regression was used (MLR). Prior to this, several preliminary analyses were conducted to 
ensure the appropriateness of this approach. First, confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were 
performed to check the psychometric properties of each scale included in the survey. Next, 
descriptive statistics from the collected data were examined to see if any abnormalities were 
present. Following this, trends in the data were examined to ensure that the assumptions of MLR 
were met and this type of analysis was appropriate; results indicated that the assumptions were 
not violated and MLR analyses could be carried out. Next, correlations between predictor and 




these relationships were analyzed with hierarchical MLR to see if any significant effects existed. 
All predictor variables except unemployment status were centered so that they have a mean of 









Factor Analyses  
CFA was used to investigate the factor structure of the scales used in this survey. CFA is 
a method of modeling the covariation among a set of variables as a function of the latent 
constructs that underlie them. It is useful for determining the number of these latent variables, 
explaining the meaning of these latent variables based on the items that define them, and 
identifying items that function poorly (DeVellis, 2012). CFA was used to corroborate the factor 
structure of the existing scales included in this study and to check that of any newly created 
scales. This was conducted using Mplus, using the default settings that allow the factors to 
correlate. The variance for each factor was fixed at 1.0.  
A separate CFA model was specified for each scale according to the dimensionality 
described by their respective authors. The appropriateness of each model was evaluated by 
examining the fit statistics, reliabilities, factor loadings, and item discrepancies for each model. 
Specifically, the fit indices used were the chi-square test (X2), the comparative fit index (CFI), 
the root-mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized root mean square 
residual (SRMR). A small and nonsignificant X2 value indicates good model fit, though this 
measure tends to be heavily influenced by larger sample sizes. The current study included 400 
participants so this measure may not provide worthwhile information. CFI scores at or above .90 
indicate good model fit. For the RMSEA, a value of .08 or below indicates good fit. SRMR 
values of .05 or lower are indicative of good fit. Factor loadings in the .30 range or above 
suggest an item is representative of the underlying dimension with higher loadings demonstrating 




absolute values above .10 can be indicative of problems such as doublets forming, useless 
redundancy, or other issues.  
Unidimensional models were specified for work centrality, underemployment, job 
insecurity, perceived threat from older persons, and ageism toward the young scales. Several 
multidimensional models were specified for the revised FSA ageism scale. CFA model fit results 
are summarized in Table 1. Factor loadings for each model are included in Appendices H-S. 
Information from the discrepancy matrices is presented in Appendices T-AE. Reliability for each 
model was calculated using McDonald’s (1999) omega; this is a good method of assessing 
reliability because it is based on the ratio of common variance to total variance and is not 
affected by correlated errors (such as systematic error) or true-score equivalence. It also provides 
information about homogeneity, which is important for single factor tests because the items will 
all be related. 
These results suggest that the one-factor models for work centrality (χ2[9] = 10.126, p = 
.340;  RMSEA = .018; SRMR = .020; CFI = .998), job insecurity (χ2[5] = 72.805, p < .001;  
RMSEA = .184; SRMR = .036; CFI = .948), and ageism toward the young (χ2[5] = 8.031, p = 
.155; RMSEA = .039; SRMR = .020; CFI = .994) were appropriate with no revisions. 
Reliabilities for each scale were acceptable (work centrality: ω = .826; job insecurity: ω = .903; 
ageism toward young: ω = .798). The underemployment scale’s fit statistics indicated a poor fit 
(χ2[27] = 254.205, p < .001;  RMSEA = .145; SRMR = .071; CFI = .851). Though the factor 
loadings were acceptable, examination of the discrepancy matrix showed that there were possible 
doublets forming and several items were highly redundant. Items 7 and 8 were identified as 
being potentially problematic as they had high residual correlations with several other items, 




Table 1: Summary of CFA Results for Scales      
Scale χ2 (df) RMSEA SRMR CFI Δχ2 (df) 
Work Centrality 10.13 (9) 0.02 0.02 1.00 - 
Job Insecurity 72.81 (5)* 0.18 0.04 0.95 - 
Ageism Toward Young 8.03 (5) 0.04 0.02 0.99 - 
Underemployment 254.21 (27)* 0.15 0.07 0.85 - 
Underemployment (items 7 & 8 removed) 69.57 (14)* 0.10 0.04 0.95 184.63 (13) 
Perceived Threat from Old 130.63 (27)* 0.10 0.05 0.94 - 
Perceived Threat from Old (item 6 removed) 110.45 (20)* 0.11 0.04 0.95 20.18 (7) 
Perceived Threat from Old (items 6 & 8 removed) 56.29 (14)* 0.09 0.04 0.97 54.16 (6) 
3 Factor Ageism  513.67 (206)* 0.06 0.06 0.87 - 
3 Factor Ageism (items 1, 13, 15, 17, & 20 
removed) 284.64 (116)* 0.06 0.05 0.91 229.03 (90) 
4 Factor Ageism  477.29 (203)* 0.06 0.06 0.89 - 
4 Factor Ageism (items 6 & 13 removed) 343.82 (164)* 0.05 0.05 0.91 133.48 (39) 
All Scales, No Ageism Toward Young 1624.12 (917)* 0.04 0.06 0.90   




removed. After rerunning the one-factor model with items 7 and 8 discarded there was a 
significant improvement in model fit (χ2[14] = 69.573, p < .001;  RMSEA = .100; SRMR = .044;  
CFI = .949). Reliability for this final model was acceptable (ω = .867). The one-factor model of 
perceived threat also showed a poor fit (χ2[27] = 130.629, p < .001; RMSEA = .098; SRMR = 
.046; CFI = .943). Item 6 loaded poorly on the factor and the discrepancy matrix suggested the 
presence of useless redundancy. This model was rerun after removing item 6. Though the fit 
statistics improved, they were still not ideal (χ2[20] = 110.449, p < .001; RMSEA = .106; SRMR 
= .043; CFI = .949). Removing item 8, which had a very high residual correlation with item 5, in 
addition to item 6 and rerunning the model resulted in a substantial fit statistic improvement 
(χ2[14] = 56.286, p < .001;  RMSEA = .087; SRMR = .038; CFI = .971). This included a CFI 
change of over .01, which indicates a meaningful difference (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). The 
revised perceived threat model also had an acceptable reliability (ω = .894). Though a 
unidimensional model was specified by the authors of the perceived threat scale, certain items 
seemed as though they may form a distinct factor on theoretical grounds as these focused on 
perceived threat in regard to employment. An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on half 
of the data to see if any different factor models emerged. Results from this analysis indicated 
that, according to eigenvalues and parallel analysis, a two-factor model was not a substantial 
improvement over the one-factor model so the unidimensional structure was retained. Analyses 
moved forward with the revised underemployment and perceived threat scales.  
Several different multidimensional models were specified for the ageism toward the old 
scale. First, a three-factor model (stereotype, separation, and attitude) based on the revisions 
proposed by Rupp et al. (2005) was specified with the work stereotype items included in the 




.061; SRMR = .057; CFI = .872). The factor loadings for all items were acceptable. The 
discrepancy matrix suggested that several items were problematic, though no clear patterns 
emerged. Items 1, 13, 15, 17, and 20 were identified as being the most problematic items – those 
with the greatest number and largest values of residual correlations exceeding .10 – were 
discarded. After this, the same three-factor model was rerun. The fit statistics improved, albeit 
not substantially (χ2[116] = 284.638, p < .001; RMSEA = .060; SRMR = .052; CFI = .906), and 
many problematic discrepancies still existed. These unsatisfactory findings may be a result of 
adapting the scale for older adults and including new items. To further investigate the cause of 
the poor fit, a four-factor model that included all items was specified with the work stereotype 
items loading on a separate, work stereotype, factor. Results of this model mirrored the three-
factor model with all items included: fit statistics all demonstrated a poor fit (χ2[203] = 477.294, 
p < .001; RMSEA = .058; SRMR = .057; CFI = .886) and, despite acceptable factor loadings, the 
discrepancy matrix showed several items with high residual correlations. The most problematic 
of these, item 6 and 13, were dropped and the four-factor model was rerun. These results showed 
a large improvement over the original four-factor solution (χ2[164] = 343.818, p < .001; RMSEA 
= .052; SRMR = .053; CFI = .913), though there were still problems with residuals. The revised 
four-factor model was not clearly superior to the revised three-factor model. Despite this, the 
four-factor structure was accepted; this was done because the revised stereotypes were based on 
recent literature, similar to the scale for ageism toward the young, and these may have stronger 
relationships with the predictors.  Though the results of these CFAs are unsatisfactory, they are 
in line with those obtained by previous work (Rupp et al., 2005). Reliabilities for each dimension 
were acceptable for research purposes, though markedly lower than those of the other scales used 




dimension: ω = .751; attitude dimension: ω = .682). 
As a final step, a CFA was run including every scale to ensure that they were all distinct 
from each other. This model specified nine factors, one for each scale and four for the ageism 
toward the old scale. The χ2 for this model was significant and the SRMR and CFI values were 
just outside the acceptable range (χ2[1139] = 2039.052, p < .001; RMSEA = .044; SRMR = .060; 
CFI = .889). This is may have been due to the conceptual similarity between the stereotypes of 
the young and stereotypes of the old scales so the young stereotype scale was removed and the 
model was rerun with eight factors. The fit statistics improved substantially and the SRMR was 
just outside of the acceptable range (χ2[917] = 1624.123, p < .001; RMSEA = .044; SRMR = 
.056; CFI = .904). The χ2 was still significant, but this was likely due to the large sample. These 
results support the conclusion that these scales are distinct. 
Regression Analyses  
Assumptions of MLR. 
Prior to running regression analyses, the descriptive statistics were examined to ensure 
there were no issues with the data (see Table 2). The assumptions of MLR were then checked to 
make sure that this type of analysis was appropriate; all predictor variables were checked against 
each outcome variable separately. Examination of scatter plots of the standardized residuals 
plotted against predicted outcome scores indicated that there was a linear relationship between 
the predictor variables and each dimension of ageism, so a linear model was acceptable. Durbin-
Watson values exceeded 1.0 for each predictor-outcome relationship, so the assumption of 
independence was not violated. Histograms and normal probability plots of the residuals showed 
that the data was normally distributed. Variance inflation factor (VIF) scores were all below 10, 




each predictor indicate that the assumption of homoscedasticity was not violated. The presence 
of outliers/influential data points was detected and flagged by examining leverage values (those 
greater than twice the average), student deleted residuals (beyond three standard deviations 
above or below the average), and Cook’s distance values (greater than 4/400 or .01). Participants 
who were flagged as being outliers/influential by all three were examined. A total of five 
participants – participants 12, 99, 301, 405, and 421 – were determined to be problematic when 
they were checked against different ageism dimensions. MLR models were specified with these 
participants included and removed to see if there was a substantial difference in the results. 
These participants did prove to be particularly influential and were thus removed, bringing the 
total number of participants to 395.  
 
Table 2. Summary of Descriptive Statistics    
  N Min Max Mean SD 
Age 395 19.00 82.00 37.60 12.35 
Unemployment Status 395 0.00 1.00 .09 .29 
Unemployment Length 395 0.00 216.00 12.29 21.92 
Peer Unemployment 395 0.00 100.00 6.64 11.36 
Underemployment 395 1.00 5.00 3.48 .79 
Job Insecurity 395 1.00 5.00 2.18 .88 
Work Centrality 395 1.00 4.83 2.54 .71 
Perceived Threat from Old 395 1.00 5.00 2.40 .78 
Ageism - Stereotype 395 1.00 5.00 2.78 .69 
Ageism - Work Stereotype 395 1.00 4.75 2.79 .77 
Ageism - Separation 395 1.00 3.71 1.98 .52 
Ageism - Attitude 395 1.00 3.80 2.13 .52 
Ageism Toward Young 395 1.20 5.00 3.35 .72 
 
Variable correlations.  
The next step in the process was to review the correlations between key predictor and 




peer unemployment were not significantly related to the outcome variables of interest, though 
duration of unemployment was significantly positively related to ageism toward the young. 
Underemployment was found to be significantly positively related to the stereotype and work 
stereotype dimensions of ageism toward the old and ageism toward the young. Job insecurity 
showed significant positive relationships with all dimensions of ageism toward the old and 
ageism toward the young. Perceived threat from older persons was significantly related to peer 
unemployment, underemployment, and job insecurity. Work centrality showed a significant 
negative relationship with underemployment. Age was considered to be a potential covariate as it 
is expected to be correlated with the predictor variables (younger persons are more likely to 
experience unemployment, underemployment, and job insecurity as previously discussed). Age 
is also expected to be correlated to the dimensions of ageism as research has shown that younger 
persons tend to be the greatest endorsers of negative age stereotypes (Finkelstein, Burke, & Raju, 
1995; Rupp et al., 2005). Therefore, it is important to account for the effect of this variable in 
models to determine if the employment resource variables of interest have any predictive power 
beyond that of age. Though not all of the predictor variables showed significant relationships 
with the dimensions of ageism, they were retained in the model as they are correlated to the 
significant predictors, belong to the theoretical model, and likely explain some of the same 
variance that the significant predictors do.  
MLR main effects. 
To assess the predictive ability of each independent variable, separate MLR models were 
specified for each individual predictor. This was done to help understand what relationship, if 
any, exists between the predictor and outcome variables in the model. If a substantial relationship 




Table 3. Correlation Matrix of All Predictor, Moderator, Mediator, Outcome, and Covariate Variables  
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
Unemployment Status (1) -             
Unemployment Length (2) .24* -            
Peer Unemployment (3) -.01 .11* -           
Underemployment (4) .05 .09 .09 -          
Job Insecurity (5) .27* .03 .16* .14* -         
Work Centrality (6) -.01 -.04 .00 -.10 -.01 -        
Perceived Threat - Older 
Persons (7) 
.08 .01 .11* .13* .27* .09 -       
Ageism – Stereotype (8) .08 .07 .01 .19* .20* .14* .62* -      
Ageism - Work Stereotype (9) .03 -.03 .05 .08 .17* .05 .53* .59* -     
Ageism – Separation (10) .05 -.02 -.02 .02 .26* .15* .58* .50* .44* -    
Ageism – Attitude (11) .00 .00 -.01 .02 .17* .02 .45* .36* .39* .57* -   
Ageism Toward Young (12) .04 .10 .04 .16* .09 -.12* .00 .14* .18* .00 .02 -  
Age (13) .02 .10 -.12* .01 -.01 .02 -.34* -.18* -.29* -.21* -.25* .07 - 




hierarchical fashion with age entered first to account for the effect of this variable and then each 
individual predictor variable entered in the next step. Each dimension of ageism toward the old 
and the young ageist stereotype scale was regressed on each independent variable separately. 
Relationships were assessed using significance values (p-value cutoff of .05) and by examining 
the proportion of variance explained by each model (R2). The hypotheses state that 
unemployment status, duration of unemployment, peer unemployment, underemployment, and 
job insecurity should all predict each dimension of ageism toward older persons while only 
underemployment should predict ageism toward younger persons. Prior to any analyses all of the 
predictors were centered except for unemployment status, as it was a dichotomous variable.  
Results for the regression models of the stereotype dimension of ageism are presented in 
Table 4. Underemployment (β = .17, p < .001) and job insecurity (β = .15, p < .001) both 
significantly predicted this outcome dimension. These models each accounted for 4% of the 
variance in the outcome beyond age alone (ΔR2 = .04); though this may not seem like a large 
increase, the outcome, ageism, has substantial consequences for the people who experience it. 
Understanding potential antecedents is important in practical terms as this small percentage still 
translates to a large number of potential targets. Unemployment status (β = .20, p = .09), 
unemployment duration (β = .00, p = .07), and peer unemployment (β = .00, p = .82) were not 
significant predictors. This provided support for hypotheses 1d and 1f, but not for hypotheses 1a-
1c. 
Results for the model regressing the work stereotype dimension are summarized in Table 
5. Job insecurity (β = .14, p < .01) was the only significant predictor and the model including age 
and job insecurity accounted for 11% of the variance (R2 = .11), an increase of 3% over the 




(β = .00, p = .96), peer unemployment (β = .00, p = .82), and underemployment (β = .08, p = .07) 
were nonsignificant. Thus, hypothesis 1f was further supported, but hypotheses 1a-1d were not.  
The results for the MLR model of the separation dimension are included in Table 6. Job 
insecurity significantly predicted this dimension of ageism (β = .15, p < .001) and explained an 
additional 7% of the variance beyond age (ΔR2 = .07). Unemployment status (β = .11, p = .24), 
unemployment length (β = .00, p = .95), peer unemployment (β = .00, p = .38), and 
underemployment (β = .02, p = .61) were not significant predictors. This finding supported 
hypothesis 1f, but no evidence was found to support hypotheses 1a-1d 
Table 7 shows the results for the model for the attitude dimension of ageism. Again, job 
insecurity was the only significant predictor (β = .10, p < .01), explaining 3% of the variance 
beyond age (ΔR2 = .03). Unemployment status (β = .01, p = .92), unemployment length (β = .00, 
p = .64), peer unemployment (β = .00, p = .45), and underemployment (β = .02, p = .61) were all 
non-significant. Hypothesis 1f was supported, but 1a-1d were not. 
Results for ageism toward the young regressed on the predictors are presented in Table 8. 
Underemployment (β = .15, p < .01) was significant in this model. This accounted for a 3% 
increase in variance explained over age (ΔR2 = .03). This provided support for hypothesis 1e. 
Unemployment status (β = .11, p = .41), length of unemployment (β = .00, p = .07), peer 
unemployment (β = .00, p = .38), and job insecurity (β = .07, p = .08) were not statistically 
significant, but again, these were not hypothesized to predict ageism toward the young. 
The results of these preliminary analyses were encouraging and demonstrated that some 
of the predictor variables do predict the various dimensions of ageism. However, it is important 
to note that these predictors are correlated and thus likely account for some of the same variance 
in each ageism outcome variable. Therefore, all significant predictors for a given outcome should
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Table 4. Hierarchical Regression Results for the Stereotype Dimension of Ageism 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.01* .00 .03 .03 .03 13.37 1 
Age -.01* .00 .04 .01 .03 8.13 2 
Unemployment Status .20 .12           
Age -.01* .00 .04 .01 .04 8.38 2 
Unemployment Length .00 .00           
Age -.01* .00 .03 .00 .03 6.70 2 
Peer Unemployment .00 .00           
Age -.01* .00 .07 .04 .07 14.81 2 
Underemployment .17* .04           
Age -.01* .00 .07 .04 .07 15.18 2 
Job Insecurity .15* .04           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model first, 




Table 5. Hierarchical Regression Results for the Work Stereotype Dimension of Ageism 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.02* .00 .09 .00 .08 36.55 1 
Age -.02* .00 .09 .00 .08 18.44 2 
Unemployment Status .08 .13           
Age -.02* .00 .09 .00 .08 18.23 2 
Unemployment Length .00 .00           
Age -.02* .00 .09 .00 .08 18.26 2 
Peer Unemployment .00 .00           
Age -.02* .00 .09 .01 .09 20.00 2 
Underemployment .08 .05           
Age -.02* .00 .11 .03 .11 24.82 2 
Job Insecurity .14* .04           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model first, 








Table 6. Hierarchical Regression Results for the Separation Dimension of Ageism 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.01* .00 .05 .00 .04 17.88 1 
Age -.01* .00 .05 .00 .04 9.64 2 
Unemployment Status .10 .09           
Age -.01* .00 .04 .00 .04 8.92 2 
Unemployment Length .00 .00           
Age -.01* .00 .05 .00 .04 9.31 2 
Peer Unemployment .00 .00           
Age -.01* .00 .04 .00 .04 9.05 2 
Underemployment .02 .03           
Age -.01* .00 .11 .07 .11 24.91 2 
Job Insecurity .15* .03           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model first, 




Table 7. Hierarchical Regression Results for the Attitude Dimension of Ageism 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.01* .00 .06 .00 .06 26.93 1 
Age -.01* .00 .06 .00 .06 13.44 2 
Unemployment Status .01 .09           
Age -.01* .00 .06 .00 .06 13.55 2 
Unemployment Length .00 .00           
Age -.01* .00 .07 .00 .06 13.74 2 
Peer Unemployment .00 .00           
Age -.01* .00 .06 .00 .06 13.58 2 
Underemployment .02 .03           
Age -.01* .00 .09 .03 .09 19.76 2 
Job Insecurity .10* .03           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model first, 







Table 8. Hierarchical Regression Results for the Stereotypes of the Young 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 1.86 1 
Age .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 1.28 2 
Unemployment Status .11 .13           
Age .00 .00 .01 .01 .01 2.54 2 
Unemployment Length .00 .00           
Age .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 1.31 2 
Peer Unemployment .00 .00           
Age .00 .00 .03 .03 .03 6.26 2 
Underemployment .15* .05           
Age .00 .00 .01 .01 .01 2.46 2 
Job Insecurity .07 .04           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model first, 




be included in the same regression model so their effects can be accounted for. This was only an 
issue for the stereotype dimension of ageism, which was significantly predicted by both 
underemployment and job insecurity. Another hierarchical MLR model was specified that 
regressed the stereotype dimension on age in the first step, and then on age, underemployment, 
and job insecurity in the second. Results for this model are presented in Table 9. After inclusion 
of the two predictor variables both underemployment (β = .15, p < .01) and job insecurity (β = 
.14, p < .001) were still significant. This model accounted for 10% of the variance in the 
outcome variable (R2 = .10), an increase of 9% beyond age (ΔR2 = .09).  
Together, these results suggest that employment stressors do predict ageist beliefs. 
Though unemployment status, length of unemployment, and peer unemployment did not predict 
any dimensions of ageism toward older persons, underemployment did predict the stereotype 
dimension as well as ageism toward the young and job insecurity was an important predictor for   
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Table 9. Hierarchical Regression Results for the Stereotype Dimension of Ageism 
Predictors B SE  R2 Adj.  R2 Δ R2 F df 
Age -.01* .00 .03 .03 .03 13.37 1 
Age -.01* .00 .10 .09 .07 14.43 3 
Underemployment .15* .04      
Job Insecurity .14* .04           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model first, 




all dimensions of ageism toward older persons. Thus, hypothesis 1d was partially supported, 
hypothesis 1f was fully supported, and hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1c were not supported by the 
MLR results for main effects. 
MLR moderation effects. 
With the presence of some main effects established, the next step was to investigate the 
role of work centrality as a moderator. To this end, hierarchical MLR models were specified that 
included age as a covariate in the first step, the predictor variable of interest and moderating 
variable, work centrality, in the second, and the interaction term in the third. These interaction 
effects were assessed for individual predictor variables. P-values (.05 cutoff) and proportion of 
variance explained (R2) were examined to see if a moderating relationship existed.  
Results for the stereotype dimension of ageism are presented in Tables 10-14. The 
interaction term for peer unemployment was significant (β = -.01, p < .01) and accounted for an 
increase of 7.2% in variance explained (R2 = .07), an increase of 1.7% beyond the model without 
the interaction (ΔR2 = .02). The models for the interaction terms for unemployment status (β = -
.38, p = .06), length of unemployment (β = .00, p = .97), underemployment (β = -.07, p = .20), 
and job insecurity (β = -.09, p = .08) were all nonsignificant. These findings provided support for 
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hypothesis 2c, but not for hypotheses 2a, 2b, 2d, or 2e.  
Results for the work stereotype dimension of ageism are presented in Tables 15-19. 
These results indicate that none of the interaction terms were associated with the work stereotype 
dimension: unemployment status (β = -.14, p = .51), length of unemployment (β = .00, p = .39), 
peer unemployment (β = .00, p = .21) underemployment (β = -.02, p = .73), job insecurity (β = -




Table 10. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Unemployment 








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Unemployment Status   .20 .12 .20 .12 
Work Centrality   .14* .05 .17* .05 
Unemp. Status × Work Cen.         -.38 .20 
R2 .03  .06  .07  
Δ R2 .03  .03  .01  
Adj. R2 .03  .06  .06  
F 13.37  8.58  7.37  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 





Table 11. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Unemployment 








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Unemployment Length   .00 .00 .00 .00 
Work Centrality   .15* .05 .15* .05 
Unemp. Length × Work Cen.         .00 .00 
R2 .03  .06  .06  
Δ R2 .03  .03  .00  
Adj. R2 .03  .06  .05  
F 13.37  8.88  6.65  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 




Table 12. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Peer Unemployment-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Peer Unemployment   .00 .00 .00 .00 
Work Centrality   .14* .05 .15* .05 
Peer Unemp. × Work Cen.         -.01* .00 
R2 .03  .06  .07  
Δ R2 .03  .02  .02  
Adj. R2 .03  .05  .06  
F 13.37  7.55  7.51  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 






Table 13. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Underemployment-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Underemployment   .18* .04 .18* .04 
Work Centrality   .16* .05 .16* .05 
Underemployment × Work Cen.         -.07 .05 
R2 .03  .10  .10  
Δ R2 .03  .07  .00  
Adj. R2 .03  .09  .09  
F 13.37  14.18  11.06  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 




Table 14. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Job Insecurity-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Job Insecurity   .18* .04 .18* .04 
Work Centrality   .16* .05 .16* .05 
Job Insecurity × Work Cen.         -.07 .05 
R2 .03  .09  .10  
Δ R2 .03  .06  .00  
Adj. R2 .03  .09  .09  
F 13.37  13.51  10.94  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 






Table 15. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Unemployment 








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.02* .00 -.02* .00 -.02* .00 
Unemployment Status   .08 .13 .08 .13 
Work Centrality   .06 .05 .07 .05 
Unemp. Status × Work Cen.         -.14 .22 
R2 .09  .09  .09  
Δ R2 .09  .00  .00  
Adj. R2 .08  .08  .08  
F 36.55  12.82  9.71  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 




Table 16. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Unemployment 








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.02* .00 -.02* .00 -.02* .00 
Unemployment Length   .00 .00 .00 .00 
Work Centrality   .06 .05 .07 .05 
Unemp. Length × Work Cen.         .00 .00 
R2 .09  .09  .09  
Δ R2 .09  .00  .00  
Adj. R2 .08  .08  .08  
F 36.55  12.78  9.69  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 







Table 17. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Peer Unemployment-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.02* .00 -.02* .00 -.02* .00 
Peer Unemployment   .00 .00 .00 .00 
Work Centrality   .06 .05 .07 .05 
Peer Unemp. × Work Cen.         .00 .00 
R2 .09  .09  .09  
Δ R2 .09  .00  .00  
Adj. R2 .08  .08  .08  
F 36.55  12.69  9.93  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 




Table 18. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Underemployment-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.02* .00 -.02* .00 -.02* .00 
Underemployment   .09 .05 .09 .05 
Work Centrality   .07 .05 .07 .05 
Underemployment × Work Cen.         -.02 .06 
R2 .09  .10  .10  
Δ R2 .09  .01  .00  
Adj. R2 .08  .09  .09  
F 36.55  14.04  10.54  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 







Table 19. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Job Insecurity-Work 








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.02* .00 -.02* .00 -.02* .00 
Job Insecurity   .14* .04 .14* .04 
Work Centrality   .06 .05 .06 .05 
Job Insecurity × Work Cen.         -.08 .06 
R2 .09  .12  .12  
Δ R2 .09  .03  .00  
Adj. R2 .08  .11  .11  
F 36.55  17.11  13.41  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 




Results for the separation dimension of ageism are presented in Table 20-24. The 
interaction term for peer unemployment was significant (β = -.01, p < .01) and accounted for an 
increase of 2% in variance explained (ΔR2 = .02). The models for the interaction terms for 
unemployment status (β = -.28, p = .07), length of unemployment (β = .00, p = .55), 
underemployment (β = .00, p = .98), and job insecurity (β = .01, p = .75) were all nonsignificant. 
These findings provided support for hypothesis 2c, but not for hypotheses 2a, 2b, 2d, or 2e.  
Results for the attitude dimension of ageism are presented in Table 25-29. These results 
indicate that none of the interaction terms were associated with the attitude dimension: 
unemployment status (β = .08, p = .58), length of unemployment (β = .00, p = .55), peer 
unemployment (β = .00, p = .14) underemployment (β = -.04, p = .32), job insecurity (β = -.07, p 
= .09) were all nonsignificant. These findings did not support hypotheses 2a-2e.  
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Table 20. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Unemployment 








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Unemployment Status   .11 .09 .10 .09 
Work Centrality   .12* .04 .13* .04 
Unemp. Status × Work Cen.         -.28 .15 
R2 .04  .07  .08  
Δ R2 .04  .03  .01  
Adj. R2 .04  .07  .07  
F 17.88  10.15  8.51  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 




Table 21. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Unemployment 








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Unemployment Length   .00 .00 .00 .00 
Work Centrality   .12* .04 .12* .04 
Unemp. Length × Work Cen.         .00 .00 
R2 .04  .07  .07  
Δ R2 .04  .03  .00  
Adj. R2 .04  .06  .06  
F 17.88  9.63  7.30  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 







Table 22. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Peer Unemployment-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Peer Unemployment   .00 .00 .00 .00 
Work Centrality   .12* .04 .12* .04 
Peer Unemp. × Work Cen.         -.01* .00 
R2 .04  .07  .09  
Δ R2 .04  .03  .02  
Adj. R2 .04  .06  .08  
F 17.88  9.89  9.74  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 




Table 23. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Underemployment-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Underemployment   .03 .03 .03 .03 
Work Centrality   .12* .04 .12* .04 
Underemployment × Work Cen.         .00 .04 
R2 .04  .07  .07  
Δ R2 .04  .03  .00  
Adj. R2 .04  .06  .06  
F 17.88  9.87  7.38  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 







Table 24. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Job Insecurity-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Job Insecurity   .16* .03 .16* .03 
Work Centrality   .12* .03 .12* .03 
Job Insecurity × Work Cen.         .01 .04 
R2 .04  .14  .14  
Δ R2 .04  .10  .00  
Adj. R2 .04  .13  .13  
F 17.88  20.93  15.69  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 




Table 25. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Unemployment 








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Unemployment Status   .01 .09 .01 .09 
Work Centrality   .02 .04 .01 .04 
Unemp. Status × Work Cen.         .08 .15 
R2 .06  .07  .07  
Δ R2 .06  .00  .00  
Adj. R2 .06  .06  .06  
F 26.93  9.00  6.82  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 







Table 26. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Unemployment 








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Unemployment Length   .00 .00 .00 .00 
Work Centrality   .02 .04 .02 .04 
Unemp. Length × Work Cen.         .00 .00 
R2 .06  .07  .07  
Δ R2 .06  .00  .00  
Adj. R2 .06  .06  .06  
F 26.93  9.08  6.89  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 




Table 27. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Peer Unemployment-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Peer Unemployment   .00 .00 .00 .00 
Work Centrality   .02 .04 .02 .04 
Peer Unemp. × Work Cen.         .00 .00 
R2 .06  .07  .07  
Δ R2 .06  .00  .00  
Adj. R2 .06  .06  .06  
F 26.93  9.20  7.48  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 







Table 28. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Underemployment-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Underemployment   .02 .03 .01 .03 
Work Centrality   .02 .04 .02 .04 
Underemployment × Work Cen.         -.04 .04 
R2 .06  .07  .07  
Δ R2 .06  .00  .00  
Adj. R2 .06  .06  .06  
F 26.93  9.11  7.08  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 




Table 29. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Job Insecurity-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age -.01* .00 -.01* .00 -.01* .00 
Job Insecurity   .10* .03 .09* .03 
Work Centrality   .02 .04 .01 .04 
Job Insecurity × Work Cen.         -.07 .04 
R2 .06  .09  .10  
Δ R2 .06  .03  .01  
Adj. R2 .06  .09  .09  
F 26.93  13.22  10.68  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 







Table 30. Test of the Moderating Effect of Work Centrality on the Underemployment-








B SE B SE B SE 
Age .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
Underemployment   .14* .05 .13* .05 
Work Centrality   -.11* .05 -.11* .05 
Underemployment × Work Cen.         -.06 .06 
R2 .00  .04  .05  
Δ R2 .00  .04  .00  
Adj. R2 .00  .04  .04  
F 1.87  5.74  4.55  
df 1   3   4   
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; variables entered in hierarchical 
fashion with age entered first as a covariate, the set of predictors entered in step 2, and 
the interaction term entered in step 3. 
 
Results for ageism toward the young are presented in Table 30. The interaction term of 
underemployment and work centrality did not significantly predict ageism toward the young (β = 
-.06, p = .32). This did not support hypothesis 2d.  
MLR mediation effects. 
To establish if the relationships between unemployment, experience with unemployment, 
underemployment, job insecurity, and the dimensions of ageism toward older persons are 
mediated by perception of threat felt from older persons, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) four-step 
procedure was used. According to this process, the first step is to regress each outcome variable, 
the ageism dimensions, on the predictor variables to demonstrate that a relationship worth 
explaining exists. However, this first step need not always hold true for a meditational 
relationship to exist. Next, the mediator, perceived threat from older persons, is regressed on the 
set of predictors to show that they are related. Third, the outcome variables are regressed on the 
mediator separately to show that a relationship exists between these. Finally, the outcome 
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variables are separately regressed on the significant predictors and mediator together to assess 
the indirect effect. Predictor variables that are not related to the mediator are not included in the 
final model. Age was once again included as a covariate and the relationships examined in each 
step were evaluated using significance tests (at a .05 cutoff) and increases in the proportion of 
variance explained (ΔR2). 
The results for the first step of this process are described above in the discussion of single 
predictor main effects. Underemployment and job insecurity were both significant predictors of 
the stereotype dimension, job insecurity was the only significant predictor of the work 
stereotype, separation, and attitude dimensions, and underemployment was significant for ageism 
toward the young. Step two regressed perceived threat on the predictor variables separately and 
found that underemployment (β = .13, p < .01) and job insecurity (β = .23, p < .001) were both 
significant and the models accounted for 13% (R2 = .13) and 19% (R2 = .19) of the variance 
respectively; these results are displayed in Table 31. Thus, hypotheses 3d and 3e were both 
supported. Hypotheses 3a-3c were not supported.  
Results for step 3 of the process are presented in Table 32. Perceived threat felt from 
older persons was significant for the stereotype (β = .56, p < .001; R2 = .38), work stereotype (β 
= .48, p < .001; R2 = .30), separation (β = .38, p < .001; R2 = .34), and attitude (β = .27, p < .001; 
R2 = .21) dimensions of ageism toward older persons. These results demonstrate that perceived 
threat from older persons is related to all dimensions of ageism toward older persons, which 
supports this variable’s role as a potential mediator.  
These results indicate that direct effects are present between underemployment/job 
insecurity and certain dimensions of ageism, that underemployment and job insecurity are related 
to perceived threat felt from older persons and that this is related to all dimensions of ageism 
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toward the old, suggesting the presence of an indirect effect. When the dimensions of ageism are 
regressed on the full models including predictor variables and the mediator, the models explains 
a substantial amount variance with threat remaining significant. Predictor variables sometimes 
remain significant or become nonsignificant depending on the outcome. This is viewed by some 
as evidence for determining whether a relationship is fully mediated (the entire relationship is 
explained away by the mediator) or partially mediated (the predictor still has an effect on the 
outcome after accounting for the effect of the mediator). However, due to the larger sample size 
used in this study, significance tests may not provide accurate information so conclusions about 
full or partial mediation may not be warranted on the basis of this. Instead, the Sobel test can be 
used to test significance of mediation relationships, which provides more accurate results when 
working with a large sample size. Additionally, Kenny (2014) states that most analysts believe 
the essential steps in establishing mediation are steps 2 and 3 and significant relationships need 
not be established in steps 1 and 4. This can occur because the direct effect may often have 
relatively low power, especially when compared to the indirect effect (Kenny & Judd, 2014). 
Therefore, the relationship between underemployment and all of the dimensions of ageism may 
still be mediated by perceived threat despite the absence of significant main effects. The Sobel 
test was calculated for these as well to determine if a significant indirect effect exists.  
Results of the Sobel test indicate that the indirect effect of underemployment on the 
stereotype dimension (z* = 2.55, SE = .03, p = .01) and that of job insecurity on the stereotype 
dimension (z* = 5.31, SE = .02, p < .001) are both significant. The Sobel test also indicates 
significance for the indirect effects of underemployment (z* = 2.53, SE = .02, p = .01) and job 
insecurity on the work stereotype dimension (z* = 5.17, SE = .02, p < .001), underemployment 
(z* = 2.54, SE = .02, p = .01) and job insecurity on the separation dimension (z* = 5.22, SE = .02, 
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p < .001), and underemployment (z* = 2.48, SE = .01, p = .01) and job insecurity on the attitude 
dimension (z* = 4.82, SE = .01, p < .001). These results support that the relationships between 
underemployment and job insecurity and the dimensions of ageism toward older persons are 
mediated by perception of threat felt from older persons, supporting hypotheses 4d and 4e. 
Results for step 4 of the process for the stereotype dimension are presented in Table 33. 
After inclusion of perceived threat to the model, underemployment was still significant (β = .10, 
p < .01; R2 = .40), but job insecurity was not (β = .03, p = .42; R2 = .38). 
Results for step 4 of the process for the work stereotype dimension are presented in Table 
34. When perceived threat was included, job insecurity was no longer significant (β = .03, p = 
.39; R2 = .30).  
Results for step 4 for the separation dimension are presented in Table 35. For the model 
including the mediator, job insecurity remained significant (β = .07, p < .01; R2 = .35).  
Results for step 4 of the process for the attitude dimension are presented in Table 36. 
After perceived threat was added, job insecurity was not significant (β = .04, p = .19; R2 = .22).  
 
Table 31. Hierarchical Regression Results for Perceived Threat from Older Persons 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.02* .00 .12 .01 .12 51.17 1 
Age -.02* .00 .12 .01 .12 27.36 2 
Unemployment Status .23 .13           
Age -.02* .00 .12 .00 .11 25.91 2 
Unemployment Length .00 .00           
Age -.02* .00 .12 .01 .12 26.90 2 
Peer Unemployment .01 .00           
Age -.02* .00 .13 .02 .13 29.92 2 
Underemployment .13* .05           
Age -.02* .00 .19 .07 .18 44.58 2 
Job Insecurity .23* .04           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model first, 
then each individual predictor variable was entered in a separate model. 
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Table 32. Hierarchical Regression Results for Perceived Threat from Older Persons 
Stereotype Dimension 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.01* .00 .03 .03 .03 13.37 1 
Age .00 .00 .38 .35 .38 121.54 2 
Perceived Threat of Old .56* .04           
Work Stereotype Dimension 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.02* .00 .09 .09 .08 36.55 1 
Age -.01* .00 .30 .21 .29 83.35 2 
Perceived Threat of Old .48* .04           
Separation Dimension 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.01* .00 .04 .04 .04 17.88 1 
Age .00 .00 .34 .29 .33 99.44 2 
Perceived Threat of Old .38* .03           
Attitude Dimension 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.01* .00 .06 .06 .06 26.93 1 
Age .00* .00 .21 .15 .21 53.44 2 
Perceived Threat of Old .27* .03           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model first, 





Table 33. Test of the Mediating Effect of Perceived Threat on the Relationships for the 
Stereotype Dimension of Ageism 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.01* .00 .03 .03 .03 13.37 1 
Age .00 .00 .40 .36 .39 85.18 3 
Underemployment .10* .03      
Perceived Threat of Old .54* .04           
Age .00 .00 .38 .35 .38 81.18 3 
Job Insecurity .03 .03      
Perceived Threat of Old .55* .04           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model 





Table 34. Test of the Mediating Effect of Perceived Threat on the Relationships for 
the Work Stereotype  Dimension of Ageism 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.02* .00 .09 .09 .08 36.55 1 
Age -.01* .00 .30 .21 .29 55.56 3 
Underemployment .02 .04      
Perceived Threat of Old .48* .04           
Age -.01* .00 .30 .21 .29 55.78 3 
Job Insecurity .03 .04      
Perceived Threat of Old .47* .05           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model 







Table 35. Test of the Mediating Effect of Perceived Threat on the Relationships for the 
Separation Dimension of Ageism 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.01* .00 .04 .04 .04 17.88 1 
Age .00 .00 .34 .30 .33 66.89 3 
Underemployment -.03 .03      
Perceived Threat of Old .39* .03           
Age .00 .00 .35 .31 .34 70.15 3 
Job Insecurity .07* .03      
Perceived Threat of Old .36* .03           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model 





Table 36. Test of the Mediating Effect of Perceived Threat on the Relationships for the 
Attitude Dimension of Ageism 
Predictors B SE  R2 Δ R2 Adj.  R2 F df 
Age -.01* .00 .06 .06 .06 26.93 1 
Age .00* .00 .22 .15 .21 35.71 3 
Underemployment -.02 .03      
Perceived Threat of Old .28* .03           
Age .00* .00 .22 .15 .21 36.27 3 
Job Insecurity .04 .03      
Perceived Threat of Old .26* .03           
Note: N = 395; unstandardized betas reported; *p<.05; age was entered into the model 






Age group as a potential moderator. 
The results of these various analyses suggested that several indicators of employment 
distress are important predictors for ageist outcomes. Age was included in the regression models 
specified because of its role as a potential covariate. Thus, these results demonstrated that the 
predictors of interest were significantly related to ageist outcomes even after the effect of age 
was accounted for. However, an argument can be made that an individual’s membership in a 
particular age group differentially influences endorsement of ageist beliefs. This suggests that 
age acts as a moderating variable such that older persons and younger persons with similar 
employment experiences (levels of underemployment and job insecurity, for example) will 
exhibit different levels of ageism.  
To test this idea the above analyses were repeated to include interaction terms for age 
group (for the main effect analyses this included predictor-age group interactions, for the 
moderation analyses this included predictor-age group and work centrality-age group 
interactions). Age was recoded into a dichotomous variable where individuals age 18-29 were 
labeled “younger persons” and those 45 and above were labeled “older persons”; these age 
ranges were specified in accordance with national trends about which age groups experience the 
highest and lowest unemployment rates (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013). These age groups are 
theoretically important because we might expect that any existing predictor-ageism relationships 
may differ depending on membership to a specific group. Interaction terms for age group were 
included in each model for every analysis in a hierarchical fashion. For example, main effect 
MLR models were rerun to include an interaction term (predictor-age group interaction) and 
work centrality MLR models were rerun to include an additional interaction term (predictor-
work centrality, predictor-age group, and work centrality-age group). Inclusion of the age group 
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interaction terms consistently failed to produce any significant results (unstandardized β values 
ranged from .00 to .30 ) and added little to no explanatory power to previous models (ΔR2 values 
ranged from .00 to .01). As such, it appears that age group did not moderate any of the 







 Many theories exist that explain age stereotypes by focusing on different levels ranging 
from individual beliefs to societal changes. In the current study, the development of ageism was 
investigated using a sociocultural perspective, specifically looking at how economic factors and 
shifts in age demographics influence endorsement of ageist beliefs. The recession has created an 
environment where unemployment, underemployment, and job insecurity are high. While these 
have been studied as stressors and linked to a variety of negative outcomes (e.g., Henwood & 
Miles, 1987; Feather & O’Brien, 1986; Brasher & Chen, 1999; Lee, 2005; Ashford, Lee, & 
Bobko, 1989; Burchell, 1994), they have never been studied as antecedents to ageism. Here, 
RGCT (Sherif, 1966; Sherif & Sherif, 1969) was used to explain how these indicators of 
employment distress may lead to the formation of negative age attitudes. This study explores a 
novel research question that has been speculated, but never directly investigated. Understanding 
how employment stressors can lead to ageism is important for understanding ageism, especially 
during a period of economic recession when the older population is growing to record numbers. 
The current recession has made employment a scarce resource that is important to 
individuals not just for their financial well-being, but also for their mental and physical well-
being. Thus, competition should arise over these coveted employment opportunities between 
groups of people in society. This competition may manifest itself between younger and older 
persons given the salience of age in society due to the overrepresentation of younger workers 
among the unemployed (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013) and a larger and more visible older 
population working past traditional retirement age (Mermin, Johnson, & Murphy, 2007) and then 
“draining”, as some claim, shared welfare programs when they do retire. According to RGCT, 
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the young may perceive older workers as a threat to their economic success, denying 
employment opportunities by refusing to retire and taking more than their fair share of welfare 
programs like Social Security. This perceived threat may lead to the formation of negative 
stereotypes and attitudes, which can then evolve into hostility in the form of ageism.  
 This study sought to investigate this phenomenon by looking at not just unemployment, 
but also duration of unemployment, unemployment among peers, underemployment, and job 
insecurity. Doing so allowed for a more complex operationalization of employment as a resource 
that provided better insights into how it can influence ageist beliefs. Therefore, the question was 
not just whether having a job is associated with ageism, but if the prevalence of unemployment 
in one’s life, the adequacy of current employment, and the fear of losing employment are as well. 
Beyond just assessing the predictive power of these variables, perception of realistic threat from 
older persons and work centrality were included to gain a better understanding of why these 
relationships may exist, with the former potentially mediating them and the latter moderating. 
The results from the various MLR models supported that employment resources are 
associated with endorsement of ageist beliefs and that this operates, at least in part, through 
perception of realistic threat. The regression models specified to test main effects demonstrated 
that underemployment and job insecurity were important predictors of different dimensions of 
ageism, supporting hypotheses 1d and 1f. Results from the moderation analyses showed that the 
interaction terms for peer unemployment-work centrality were significant predictors of the 
stereotype and separation dimensions of ageism. This suggests that the relationship between peer 
unemployment and these dimensions of ageism depends on level of work centrality. Thus, 
hypothesis 2c was partially supported. Regression models for mediation effects found that 
underemployment and job insecurity were both associated with perceived threat from older 
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persons, supporting hypotheses 3d and 3e. Further analyses established that the relationships 
between underemployment and job insecurity were mediated by threat as well, supporting 
hypotheses 4d and 4e. 
 The results showed that some of the hypotheses were supported while others were not. In 
general it did not appear that unemployment (unemployment status, duration of unemployment, 
and unemployment among peers) was an important predictor of ageism. No significant 
relationships were found and they provided little to no explanatory power to their respective 
models However, the results were more promising for underemployment and job insecurity, 
which did appear to have substantial relationships with certain dimensions of ageism. Work 
centrality was a significant moderator for the relationship between peer unemployment and 
ageism. Additionally, results from the mediation analyses suggest that the relationship between 
underemployment/job insecurity and the dimensions of ageism toward older persons are 
mediated by perception of threat felt from older persons.  
 These results support the assertion that threats to employment, at least as measured by 
underemployment and job insecurity, are associated with endorsement of ageist beliefs. It is 
somewhat surprising that the unemployment-related measures were not important predictors of 
ageism – given the nation-wide age trends that show younger persons are unemployed at much 
higher rates, it was expected that those without jobs would be younger and blame their 
circumstances on older persons. However, it may be that underemployment and job insecurity 
predicted ageism due to their subjectivity. Individuals who perceive their employment situation 
to be inadequate may also be more likely to perceive competition over jobs, regardless if such 
competition actually exists. The fact that both of these predictors are mediated by perception of 
threat from the old supports this notion that subjective beliefs are better predictors. Work 
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centrality was not found to moderate the relationships between the various predictors and 
dimensions of ageism, despite previous research suggesting that those higher in work centrality 
are more likely to experience greater negative consequences of unemployment (Greenhalgh & 
Rosenblatt, 1984; Jackson et al., 1983; Kinicki, 1989).  
This study also supports the idea that ageism can arise due to competition over jobs. 
Individuals who feel that they are overqualified for their current jobs or are concerned about 
losing them are more likely to believe that older persons in society pose a threat to them 
economically. As a marginalized group in society, older workers may be an easy scapegoat for 
workers unhappy with their current employment situation. The perspective may be that, because 
older workers are not retiring, there are few opportunities for advancement in organizations and 
that less experienced workers are higher on the list of potential layoffs. This then leads to 
adoption of negative age attitudes as a response to the perceived threat, which is how outgroup 
hostility develops according to RGCT. Also worthy of mention is that items from the SCM 
(Fiske et al., 2002) were included in the survey. Participants in this study rated older persons 
3.26 on the competence dimension and 3.68 on the warmth dimension (both out of 5.00). Fiske et 
al. had originally found elderly people rated as 2.74 on competence and 4.06 on warmth. While 
the referent may have been different in both studies (older persons here and elderly persons in 
the other study) and the methods of data collection were not the same, this provides some 
evidence that attitudes toward older persons are changing and they are seen increasingly as 
competition and less as warm and friendly. 
Strengths of the Current Study 
 Though concerns have been raised about the viability of using MTurk workers as 
participants for research in the behavioral sciences (Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2012), the use 
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of this population was likely a strength for the current study. First, this sample was much more 
age diverse. The mean age of participants was just under 38, with the youngest participant age at 
19 and oldest at 82. When studying attitudes toward age groups, it is vital to have an age-
representative sample to assess the beliefs of age ingroups and outgroups. This older sample was 
also active in the workforce, something that is unlikely in an undergraduate sample. This was 
necessary to study the impact of unemployment, underemployment, and job insecurity as well as 
perceived competition for jobs. 
MTurk workers tend to spend large amounts of time completing tasks for relatively low 
pay – in this sample the average worker devoted roughly 14 hours per week to MTurk HITs. 
While this may be detrimental to researchers studying topics such as employee engagement or 
job involvement as such workers may be completing MTurk tasks during work hours, this may 
indicate that such workers are unemployed or underemployed, which is a sample that is 
otherwise difficult to access. This study was also conducted after a major economic recession, 
which offers a unique opportunity to study topics such as unemployment and underemployment. 
When the economy is strong the rates of the predictors of interest are much lower, making it 
more difficult to find adequate samples.  
Limitations of the Current Study 
Although this study contributes to the literature on ageism, it is not without limitations. 
First, this study was conducted with a cross-sectional design. This does not allow any causal 
inferences to be made about the predictors and ageism. Though the direction of the proposed 
relationships has a strong theoretical foundation, the given arguments can only suggest causality, 
but not provide direct evidence.  
Second, the psychometric properties of the ageism toward the old scale were less than 
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ideal, the details of which are discussed in detail in the results section. The dimensionality of the 
model was not strongly supported by the CFAs run on the data and the reliabilities, while 
acceptable, were lower than what is preferable by convention. These properties were in line with 
previous research, which also did not provide strong support for the structure. Modification of 
the scale to adapt it for older persons instead of the elderly may be partially to blame for this. 
Furthermore, no scales existed that assess ageism toward younger persons or middle-aged 
persons despite a modern view of the topic that suggests any age group can be a target. A better 
scale is needed to accurately assess all the dimensions of ageism for all of these age groups, 
which will help more accurately assess the relationships with unemployment, underemployment, 
and job insecurity.  
Another potential limitation is that only one dimension of underemployment was 
assessed because no scales exist that assess them all. While this proved to be an important 
predictor of ageist beliefs, the subjectivity of the way it was operationalized (perceived 
overqualification) may be behind this. It would be interesting to include a more objective 
measure of underemployment to see if it is also predictive of ageism. 
Though the use of MTurk participants was considered a strength of this study, it could 
also be considered a limitation. This sample is not random and is being compensated financially 
for their participation so their motivation to answer thoughtfully is uncertain. Social desirability 
is also a concern when asking questions about ageism, which may have influenced responding. 
Other common concerns about this type of sample include participants rushing through the 
survey or participating multiple times in the same study, though the screening and data cleaning 
procedures described in the methods section should help address these concerns.  
Implications for Research 
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  The results of this study add to the literature on ageism, specifically on how ageism 
develop. This study focused on the sociocultural perspective of ageism, which explains ageism in 
the context of cultural and societal changes, arguing they are major drivers for attitudes toward 
age. Here, changes in the makeup of national age demographics coupled with sustained 
economic drought can result in ageism. Additionally, this study applies Sherif’s RGCT to age 
discrimination. While this has been used in the past to explain development of racial stereotypes 
(e.g., Greeley & Sheatsley, 1971; Palmer, 1996,) it has not been used to explain age stereotypes. 
Though potential age conflict has been speculated in the past by researchers and pundits, this is 
the first study to directly study this phenomenon. These results will help answer questions raised 
about how age-related attitudes are influenced by concerns about depletion of Social Security 
and other welfare programs, youth unemployment, and intergroup competition. This broadens 
understanding of how ageism develops and can help inform other research focusing on 
perceptions of age as the U.S. population continues to age. 
 This study also provides preliminary support for the proposed conceptual model of 
ageism resulting from intergroup competition. These results suggest that subjective feelings of 
inadequate employment predict endorsement of ageist beliefs and that perception of threat from 
older adults explains, at least in part, these relationships. An individual’s level of work centrality 
was also identified as an important piece of the model, functioning as a moderator, Though more 
work is needed to further expound these relationships, this does bring to light newly-identified 
consequences that result from underemployment and job insecurity, two well-known stressors. 
These are especially noteworthy as they have implications not just for the individuals who 
experience these, but also for the people these individuals interact with. 
Implications for Practice 
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 Ageism is a concern for organizations as it tends to be dealt with less seriously than other 
forms of workplace discrimination yet can still result in litigation with financial consequences. 
As the older population grows and works longer and younger generations enter the workplace, 
the work environment becomes more age diverse and learning how to manage age conflict is 
crucial. Knowing that underemployment and job insecurity may lead to the formation of ageism 
(as well as many other negative outcomes), an organization can work to help attenuate workers’ 
experience of these. By making the work more engaging, adding responsibilities, and providing 
opportunities for advancement an employer can reduce the experience of underemployment. 
Honestly communicating and justifying decisions for downsizing workforces and instituting 
policies such as furloughs instead of laying off employees can help minimize the impact of job 
insecurity. Even if it is not possible to institute these policies, knowing that ageism may develop 
when underemployment and job insecurity are prevalent can lead organizations to take 
preemptive steps. Additionally, because underemployment and job insecurity are more prevalent 
during economic recessions, it can mean that older persons, an already vulnerable group, may 
become increasingly marginalized in tough economic times. This helps explain the trend of 
increasing ADEA complaints as the regression continued. Knowing this can help organizations 
and lawmakers provide additional protections for older workers. 
Future Directions 
 The goal of this study was to establish a relationship between employment distress and 
ageism. Results were promising and demonstrated that a relationship does exist, though more 
work is needed elucidate how these employment predictors influence ageist beliefs. Future 
research should investigate the roles of younger and middle-aged persons more, specifically by 
looking at ageism outcomes for these groups and threat felt from them. Doing so will help us 
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understand if only the elderly become targets of ageism when economic resources are scarce or if 
outgroup hostility increases for all age groups. A first step in accomplishing this is to develop 
better instruments. Though the modern perspective of ageism holds that members of any age 
group can experience ageism, no scales have been developed to assess ageism toward the young 
or middle-aged. 
 This study examined a novel phenomenon that has not been extensively researched 
before so the results can be used to help construct a theoretical foundation for more complex 
modeling in the future. For example, structural equation modeling might be used to test the 
conceptual model of resource competition and ageism proposed in this study. A limitation of this 
study was that it used a cross-sectional design, so future research should work to establish a 
process model by using a longitudinal design to establish causative relationships.   
 Follow up research in this area should also take into account other factors that may affect 
the predictor-ageism relationships. For example, research has demonstrated that intergroup 
contact is effective in reducing prejudice (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000; Williams, 
1947). Future studies should investigate the role of age diversity in the workplace to see if 
workers who regularly interact with people of different ages are less likely to endorse ageist 
beliefs even when underemployment or job insecurity are an issue. Because workplace age 
demographics may be influenced by the type of work, industry may function as a moderator 









 Ageism is a topic that has not received as much attention as sexism or racism, yet it is 
just as important and likely more prevalent than the other two. Many theories have been put forth 
to explain how age stereotypes develop and here sociocultural theories and theories of intergroup 
conflict were invoked to explain how scarcity of employment resources may influence ageist 
beliefs. This study demonstrates that subjective measures of employment resources – 
underemployment and job insecurity – predict endorsement of ageist beliefs. Additionally, these 
relationships are mediated, at least in part, by perception of threat felt from older persons. Work 
centrality was also found to moderate relationships between unemployment among peers and 
ageism. This supports the notion that perception of competition over employment resources is 
perceived to exist between age groups and leads to negative attitudes toward older persons. 
These results are important as they help explain how ageism may develop and how this is 
affected by major societal trends. Additionally, this helps draw attention to a vulnerable 
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Unemployment Items  
 
1. Do you currently hold any full-time, part-time, temporary, or seasonal employment? 
Yes/No 
2. Are you currently available for work? 
Yes/No 







Experience with Unemployment Items  
 
1. Have you ever been unemployed during the past seven years? 
Yes/No 
2. Has any person in your social network (relatives, friends, coworkers, acquaintances, etc.) 
been unemployed during the past seven years?  
Yes/No 
3. During the past seven years, what was the duration of your longest unemployment, in 
months? 
Response must be a number, max of 600 (50 years) 
4. During the past seven years, how many people in your social network (relatives, friends, 
coworkers, acquaintances, etc.) have been unemployed? 
Response must be a number, max of 100  
5. During the past seven years, how many of your friends have been unemployed? 
Response must be a number, max of 100  
6. During the past seven years, how many of your relatives have been unemployed? 






Underemployment Items  
 
1. My job requires less education than I have. 
2. The work experience that I have is not necessary to be successful on this job. 
3. I have job skills that are not required for this job. 
4. Someone with less education than myself could perform well on my job.  
5. My previous training is not being fully utilized on this job. 
6. I have a lot of knowledge that I do not need in order to do my job. 
7. My education level is above the education level required by my job. 
8. Someone with less work experience than myself could do my job just as well. 






Job Insecurity Items  
 
1. I am afraid I will get fired.  
2. I worry about keeping my job.  
3. I fear I will lose my job.  
4. I think I might get fired in the near future.  






Work Centrality Items  
 
1. The most important things that happen in life involve work. 
2. Work is something people should get involved in most of the time. 
3. Work should only be a small part of one’s life. (R) 
4. Work should be considered central to life. 
5. In my view, an individual’s personal life goals should be work-oriented. 







Perceived Threat Felt from Older Persons Items  
 
1. Older people hold too many positions of power and responsibility in this country. 
2. Older people dominate American society more than they should. 
3. When older people are in positions of authority, they discriminate against younger people 
when making hiring decisions. 
4. Older people have more economic power than they deserve in this country. 
5. Older people make it harder for younger people to get good jobs. 
6. Many companies believe older people are more qualified than younger people. 
7. Older people have more political power than they deserve in this country. 
8. Older people make it harder for younger people to have a good quality of life.  







Ageism toward Older Person Items  
 
Stereotype Dimension 
1. Many older people are not interested in making new friends, preferring instead the circle of 
friends they have had for years.  
2. Many older people just live in the past. 
3. Many older people are happiest when they are with people their own age.  
4. Older people complain more than other people do. 
 
Work Stereotype Dimension  
5. Many older people are not motivated when confronting challenges.  
6. Older people tend to be less productive at work.  
7. It is difficult to train older people to perform new tasks.  
8. Older people usually struggle with technology. 
9. Older people have a hard time learning new things.  
 
Separation Dimension 
10. I sometimes avoid eye contact with older people when I see them.  
11. I don’t like it when older people try to make conversation with me.  
12. Complex and interesting conversation cannot be expected from most older people. 
13. Feeling depressed when around older people is probably a common feeling.  
14. Older people should find friends their own age.  
15. Older people should feel welcome at the social gatherings of young people. (R) 




Ageism toward Older Person Items (continued) 
 
17. It is best that older people live where they won’t bother anyone.  
 
Affective Attitude Dimension 
18. I personally would not want to spend much time with an older person. 
19. The company of most older people is quite enjoyable. (R) 
20. It is sad to hear about the plight of older people in our society these days. (R) 
21. Older people should be encouraged to speak out politically. (R) 





Ageism toward Younger Person Items 
 
1. Many younger people tend to have a strong sense of entitlement.  
2. Younger people are more concerned with themselves than with others. 
3. The younger generations of today have a strong work ethic. (R) 
4. Younger people often lack focus.  






Factor Loadings for Work Centrality Scale 
 
Appendix I. Factor Loadings for 
Work Centrality Scale 
Survey Item Factor 1 
Item 1 .71 
Item 2 .53 
Item 3 .66 
Item 4 .79 
Item 5 .70 








Factor Loadings for Job Insecurity Scale 
 
Appendix J. Factor Loadings for 
Job Insecurity Scale 
Survey Item Factor 1 
Item 1 .85 
Item 2 .84 
Item 3 .90 
Item 4 .77 







Factor Loadings for Ageism toward Younger Persons Scale 
 
Appendix K. Factor Loadings for 
Ageism Toward Young Scale 
Survey Item Factor 1 
Item 1 .61 
Item 2 .76 
Item 3 .65 
Item 4 .69 







Factor Loadings for Underemployment Scale 
 
Appendix L. Factor Loadings for 
Underemployment Scale 
Survey Item Factor 1 
Item 1 .75 
Item 2 .65 
Item 3 .69 
Item 4 .68 
Item 5 .72 
Item 6 .68 
Item 7 .60 
Item 8 .52 







Factor Loadings for Revised Underemployment Scale 
 
Appendix M. Factor Loadings for 
Revised Underemployment Scale 
(Items 7 & 8 Removed) 
Survey Item Factor 1 
Item 1 .71 
Item 2 .62 
Item 3 .71 
Item 4 .65 
Item 5 .73 
Item 6 .72 







Factor Loadings for Perceived Threat Felt from Older Persons Scale 
 
Appendix N. Factor Loadings for 
Perceived Threat from Old Scale 
Survey Item Factor 1 
Item 1 .74 
Item 2 .85 
Item 3 .63 
Item 4 .79 
Item 5 .71 
Item 6 .26 
Item 7 .83 
Item 8 .74 







Factor Loadings for Revised Perceived Threat Felt from Older Persons Scale 
 
Appendix O. Factor Loadings for 
Revised Perceived Threat from 
Old Scale (Item 6 Removed) 
Survey Item Factor 1 
Item 1 .75 
Item 2 .85 
Item 3 .62 
Item 4 .80 
Item 5 .71 
Item 7 .83 
Item 8 .74 







Factor Loadings for Second Revision to Perceived Threat Felt from Older Persons Scale 
 
Appendix P. Factor Loadings for 
Revised Perceived Threat from 
Old Scale (Items 6 & 8 Removed) 
Survey Item Factor 1 
Item 1 .76 
Item 2 .86 
Item 3 .61 
Item 4 .80 
Item 5 .68 
Item 7 .84 







Factor Loadings for 3-Factor Ageism Scale 
 
Appendix Q. Factor Loadings for 3-Factor Ageism Scale 
Survey Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Item 1 .50   
Item 2 .60   
Item 3 .45   
Item 4 .61   
Item 5 .62   
Item 6 .65   
Item 7 .74   
Item 8 .53   
Item 9 .67   
Item 10  .53  
Item 11  .61  
Item 12  .58  
Item 13  .49  
Item 14  .43  
Item 15  .38  
Item 16  .58  
Item 17  .69  
Item 18   .71 
Item 19   .61 
Item 20   .36 
Item 21   .47 







Factor Loadings for Revised 3-Factor Ageism Scale 
 
Appendix R. Factor Loadings for Revised 3-Factor 
Ageism Scale (Items 1, 13, 15, 17, & 20 Removed) 
Survey Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Item 2 .59   
Item 3 .43   
Item 4 .60   
Item 5 .61   
Item 6 .64   
Item 7 .76   
Item 8 .54   
Item 9 .69   
Item 10  .55  
Item 11  .62  
Item 12  .56  
Item 14  .42  
Item 16  .58  
Item 18   .72 
Item 19   .63 
Item 21   .47 







Factor Loadings for 4-Factor Ageism Scale 
 
Appendix S. Factor Loadings for 4-Factor Ageism Scale  
Survey Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
Item 1 .54    
Item 2 .66    
Item 3 .49    
Item 4 .64    
Item 5  .61   
Item 6  .64   
Item 7  .78   
Item 8  .55   
Item 9  .72   
Item 10   .53  
Item 11   .61  
Item 12   .58  
Item 13   .50  
Item 14   .43  
Item 15   .37  
Item 16   .58  
Item 17   .69  
Item 18    .71 
Item 19    .61 
Item 20    .36 
Item 21    .48 







Factor Loadings for Revised 4-Factor Ageism Scale 
 
Appendix T. Factor Loadings for Revised 4-Factor Ageism Scale 
(Items 6 & 13 Removed) 
Survey Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
Item 1 .54    
Item 2 .67    
Item 3 .49    
Item 4 .64    
Item 5  .57   
Item 7  .82   
Item 8  .57   
Item 9  .75   
Item 10   .51  
Item 11   .61  
Item 12   .61  
Item 14   .41  
Item 15   .38  
Item 16   .60  
Item 17   .71  
Item 18    .71 
Item 19    .61 
Item 20    .36 
Item 21    .48 







Discrepancy Matrix for Work Centrality Items 
 
Appendix U. Discrepancy Matrix for Work Centrality Items 
  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 Item 6 
Item 1 .00      
Item 2 -.03 .00     
Item 3 .00 .00 .00    
Item 4 -.01 .03 .02 .00   
Item 5 .00 .01 -.01 -.01 .00  
Item 6 .05 -.03 -.03 -.02 .02 .00 
Note: N = 395; problematic residual correlations (absolute values 




Discrepancy Matrix for Job Insecurity Items 
 
Appendix V. Discrepancy Matrix for Job Insecurity Items 
  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 
Item 1 .00     
Item 2 -.04 .00    
Item 3 -.01 .04 .00   
Item 4 .10 -.06 -.04 .00  
Item 5 -.02 .02 -.01 .02 .00 
Note: N = 395; problematic residual correlations (absolute 






Discrepancy Matrix for Ageism toward Younger Person Items 
 
Appendix W. Discrepancy Matrix for Ageism Toward 
Young Items 
  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 
Item 1 .00     
Item 2 .03 .00    
Item 3 -.02 -.03 .00   
Item 4 -.03 .00 .04 .00  
Item 5 .00 .00 .02 -.02 .00 
Note: N = 395; problematic residual correlations (absolute 






Discrepancy Matrix for Underemployment Items 
 
Appendix X. Discrepancy Matrix for Underemployment Items 
  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 Item 6 Item 7 Item 8 Item 9 
Item 1 .00         
Item 2 .01 .00        
Item 3 -.07 -.06 .00       
Item 4 .05 .03 -.03 .00      
Item 5 .02 .00 .02 -.03 .00     
Item 6 -.07 -.03 .11 -.03 .05 .00    
Item 7 .14 -.05 .02 -.05 -.03 -.09 .00   
Item 8 .01 .19 -.11 .23 -.06 -.09 -.10 .00  
Item 9 -.06 -.02 .09 -.09 -.01 .09 .06 -.05 .00 






Discrepancy Matrix for Revised Underemployment Items 
 
Appendix Y. Discrepancy Matrix for Revised Underemployment Items (Items 
7 & 8 Removed) 
  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 Item 6 Item 9 
Item 1 .00       
Item 2 .05 .00      
Item 3 -.06 -.06 .00     
Item 4 .10 .07 -.03 .00    
Item 5 .04 .01 -.01 -.01 .00   
Item 6 -.07 -.04 .06 -.04 .01 .00  
Item 9 -.03 -.01 .07 -.07 -.03 .05 .00 
Note: N = 395; problematic residual correlations (absolute values greater than 






Discrepancy Matrix for Perceived Threat from Older Person Items 
 
Appendix Z. Discrepancy Matrix for Perceived Threat from Older Persons Items 
  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 Item 6 Item 7 Item 8 Item 9 
Item 1 .00         
Item 2 .03 .00        
Item 3 -.08 -.04 .00       
Item 4 .02 .01 .03 .00      
Item 5 -.01 -.01 .05 -.04 .00     
Item 6 -.07 -.03 .11 -.04 .08 .00    
Item 7 .04 .04 -.03 .00 -.07 -.01 .00   
Item 8 -.05 -.03 .04 -.03 .14 .03 -.02 .00  
Item 9 -.04 -.05 .10 .03 .02 .06 -.03 .03 .00 






Discrepancy Matrix for Perceived Threat Felt From Older Person Items 
 
Appendix AA. Discrepancy Matrix for Revised Perceived Threat from Older Persons 
Items (Item 6 Removed) 
  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 Item 7 Item 8 Item 9 
Item 1 .00        
Item 2 .02 .00       
Item 3 -.08 -.04 .00      
Item 4 .02 .00 .03 .00     
Item 5 -.01 -.01 .05 -.03 .00    
Item 7 .04 .04 -.02 .00 -.07 .00   
Item 8 -.05 -.03 .04 -.03 .14 -.02 .00  
Item 9 -.04 -.04 .11 .03 .02 -.02 .03 .00 







Discrepancy Matrix for Revised Perceived Threat Felt From Older Person Items 
 
Appendix AB. Discrepancy Matrix for Revised Perceived Threat from Older 
Persons Items (Items 6 & 8 Removed) 
  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 Item 7 Item 9 
Item 1 .00       
Item 2 .01 .00      
Item 3 -.07 -.04 .00     
Item 4 .01 -.01 .03 .00    
Item 5 .01 .01 .08 -.01 .00   
Item 7 .02 .03 -.02 -.01 -.05 .00  
Item 9 -.03 -.04 .12 .03 .05 -.02 .00 
Note: N = 395; problematic residual correlations (absolute values greater than 






Discrepancy Matrix for 3-Factor Solution to Ageism toward Older Person Items 
 
Appendix AC. Discrepancy Matrix for 3-Factor Ageism Items 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Item 1 .00         
Item 2 .03 .00        
Item 3 .15 .11 .00       
Item 4 .01 .09 -.08 .00      
Item 5 .02 .04 -.01 .01 .00     
Item 6 -.01 -.05 -.04 .02 .05 .00    
Item 7 -.04 -.04 -.04 -.03 -.01 -.02 .00   
Item 8 .01 -.02 .05 -.05 -.01 -.07 .05 .00  
Item 9 -.08 -.08 -.03 -.03 -.04 -.05 .15 .12 .00 
Item 10 .11 .03 .04 -.02 .00 .00 -.05 .03 -.02 
Item 11 .00 .02 -.05 .03 -.05 .06 -.05 -.05 -.07 
Item 12 -.06 -.05 .00 .05 -.01 .04 -.06 -.11 -.06 
Item 13 .13 .14 .01 .14 .06 .09 .00 .01 .02 
Item 14 .12 .07 .11 .03 .05 .10 .04 .07 .03 
Item 15 -.05 -.06 -.08 .04 -.07 .05 -.02 -.09 -.04 
Item 16 -.06 .01 .00 .02 -.02 .08 -.07 -.10 -.07 
Item 17 .01 .05 .02 .04 -.01 .13 -.06 -.10 -.06 
Item 18 .00 .03 .05 .07 -.02 .08 -.03 -.02 .02 
Item 19 .04 -.06 -.06 -.04 -.05 .06 .02 -.05 -.02 
Item 20 -.03 -.05 -.08 .02 -.02 .11 -.04 -.10 -.06 
Item 21 -.02 -.01 -.05 .02 .06 .11 .01 .00 -.01 
Item 22 -.01 -.06 -.03 -.02 -.05 .05 -.04 -.06 .01 





Discrepancy Matrix for 3-Factor Solution to Ageism toward Older Person Items (continued) 
 
Appendix AC. Discrepancy Matrix for 3-Factor Ageism Items (continued) 
  10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Item 10 .00             
Item 11 .08 .00            
Item 12 -.03 -.01 .00           
Item 13 .12 .01 -.10 .00          
Item 14 .01 -.03 -.09 .06 .00         
Item 15 .04 -.01 -.04 -.04 .01 .00        
Item 16 -.06 .03 .07 -.10 -.01 -.03 .00       
Item 17 -.11 .00 .12 -.03 -.01 -.04 .07 .00      
Item 18 .10 .03 .02 .07 .05 .09 .02 .00 .00     
Item 19 .05 -.09 -.06 -.01 -.03 .15 -.09 -.11 .04 .00    
Item 20 -.03 .02 .02 -.07 -.09 .10 .04 .07 -.03 -.06 .00   
Item 21 .02 -.05 .01 -.07 -.01 .13 .00 -.04 -.07 .00 .04 .00  
Item 22 -.08 -.01 .00 -.02 -.06 .03 .02 -.02 -.10 .09 .08 .11 .00 





Discrepancy Matrix for Revised 3-Factor Solution to Ageism toward Older Person Items 
 




































Item 2 .00                 
Item 3 .13 .00                
Item 4 .10 -.07 .00               
Item 5 .05 .00 .02 .00              
Item 6 -.04 -.02 .03 .06 .00             
Item 7 -.04 -.03 -.04 -.02 -.03 .00            
Item 8 -.02 .05 -.05 -.02 -.07 .03 .00           
Item 9 -.08 -.03 -.04 -.05 -.06 .12 .10 .00          
Item 10 .04 .05 -.01 .00 .01 -.06 .03 -.03 .00         
Item 11 .04 -.04 .04 -.04 .07 -.05 -.04 -.07 .06 .00        
Item 12 -.02 .02 .08 .01 .07 -.04 -.09 -.04 -.04 -.01 .00       
Item 14 .08 .13 .05 .07 .11 .04 .08 .04 .01 -.03 -.08 .00      
Item 16 .03 .02 .04 .00 .10 -.07 -.09 -.07 -.07 .03 .08 -.01 .00     
Item 18 .04 .06 .07 -.01 .09 -.04 -.02 .00 .09 .03 .04 .06 .02 .00    
Item 19 -.06 -.06 -.04 -.05 .06 .01 -.06 -.04 .04 -.09 -.05 -.03 -.09 .02 .00   
Item 21 .00 -.04 .02 .07 .12 .01 -.01 -.01 .02 -.05 .02 .00 .01 -.07 -.01 .00  
Item 22 -.05 -.02 -.01 -.04 .06 -.04 -.06 .00 -.08 .00 .02 -.04 .03 -.09 .09 .11 .00 







Discrepancy Matrix for 4-Factor Solution to Ageism toward Older Person Items 
 
Appendix AE. Discrepancy Matrix for 4-Factor Ageism Items 
  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 Item 6 Item 7 Item 8 Item 9 
Item 1 .00         
Item 2 -.03 .00        
Item 3 .12 .06 .00       
Item 4 -.03 .03 -.12 .00      
Item 5 .07 .08 .02 .06 .00     
Item 6 .03 -.01 .00 .08 .07 .00    
Item 7 -.02 -.03 -.02 .00 -.03 -.04 .00   
Item 8 .03 .00 .07 -.02 -.02 -.07 .01 .00  
Item 9 -.06 -.07 -.02 -.01 -.06 -.07 .08 .07 .00 
Item 10 .09 .00 .02 -.04 .02 .03 -.04 .04 -.01 
Item 11 -.02 -.01 -.08 .01 -.02 .09 -.03 -.03 -.06 
Item 12 -.08 -.08 -.02 .03 .02 .08 -.04 -.09 -.05 
Item 13 .11 .10 -.02 .11 .09 .12 .00 .02 .02 
Item 14 .10 .04 .10 .02 .07 .12 .04 .08 .04 
Item 15 -.06 -.08 -.10 .03 -.05 .08 -.01 -.08 -.04 
Item 16 -.08 -.03 -.02 .00 .01 .12 -.06 -.08 -.06 
Item 17 -.02 .01 -.01 .02 .03 .18 -.04 -.09 -.05 
Item 18 .01 .04 .06 .08 .00 .10 -.03 -.02 .01 
Item 19 .05 -.06 -.06 -.03 -.04 .08 .01 -.05 -.03 
Item 20 -.03 -.05 -.08 .03 -.02 .12 -.04 -.10 -.07 
Item 21 -.02 -.01 -.05 .03 .07 .13 .00 .00 -.01 
Item 22 -.01 -.06 -.02 -.01 -.04 .07 -.05 -.06 .00 






Discrepancy Matrix for 4-Factor Solution to Ageism toward Older Person Items (continued) 
 




























Item 10 .00             
Item 11 .07 .00            
Item 12 -.03 -.01 .00           
Item 13 .11 .00 -.10 .00          
Item 14 .01 -.03 -.09 .06 .00         
Item 15 .04 -.01 -.04 -.04 .01 .00        
Item 16 -.06 .03 .08 -.10 -.01 -.03 .00       
Item 17 -.11 .00 .12 -.03 -.01 -.04 .07 .00      
Item 18 .10 .03 .03 .07 .05 .09 .02 .01 .00     
Item 19 .05 -.09 -.06 -.01 -.03 .15 -.09 -.11 .04 .00    
Item 20 -.03 .02 .02 -.07 -.09 .10 .04 .07 -.03 -.07 .00   
Item 21 .02 -.05 .01 -.07 -.01 .13 .00 -.04 -.07 -.01 .04 .00  
Item 22 -.08 -.01 .00 -.02 -.06 .03 .02 -.02 -.09 .09 .08 .10 .00 





Discrepancy Matrix for Revised 4-Factor Solution to Ageism toward Older Person Items 
 
Appendix AF. Discrepancy Matrix for Revised 4-Factor Ageism Items (Items 6 & 13 Removed) 
  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 Item 7 Item 8 Item 9 Item 10 
Item 1 .00         
Item 2 -.03 .00        
Item 3 .12 .05 .00       
Item 4 -.03 .03 -.12 .00      
Item 5 .10 .11 .05 .10 .00     
Item 7 -.01 -.02 -.02 .01 -.02 .00    
Item 8 .04 .00 .07 -.01 -.01 -.03 .00   
Item 9 -.06 -.07 -.02 .00 -.06 .03 .04 .00  
Item 10 .11 .02 .04 -.01 .08 .00 .07 .02 .00 
Item 11 -.01 .00 -.07 .03 .03 .00 .00 -.03 .09 
Item 12 -.07 -.08 -.02 .04 .06 -.02 -.07 -.03 -.03 
Item 14 .12 .06 .11 .04 .11 .08 .10 .07 .03 
Item 15 -.05 -.07 -.09 .04 -.02 .01 -.06 -.02 .04 
Item 16 -.07 -.03 -.02 .01 .05 -.03 -.07 -.04 -.06 
Item 17 .00 .02 .00 .03 .08 -.01 -.06 -.02 -.10 
Item 18 .01 .04 .06 .09 .05 -.01 .00 .03 .12 
Item 19 .05 -.06 -.06 -.03 .00 .03 -.03 -.02 .06 
Item 20 -.03 -.06 -.08 .03 .00 -.03 -.10 -.06 -.02 
Item 21 -.02 -.01 -.05 .03 .10 .02 .01 .00 .03 
Item 22 -.01 -.06 -.03 -.01 -.01 -.04 -.05 .01 -.07 





Discrepancy Matrix for Revised 4-Factor Solution to Ageism toward Older Person Items (continued) 
 
























Item 11 .00           
Item 12 -.03 .00          
Item 14 -.02 -.09 .00         
Item 15 -.01 -.05 .01 .00        
Item 16 .02 .05 -.01 -.04 .00       
Item 17 -.01 .09 -.01 -.04 .04 .00      
Item 18 .04 .02 .06 .09 .01 .01 .00     
Item 19 -.08 -.07 -.02 .15 -.10 -.11 .04 .00    
Item 20 .02 .02 -.08 .10 .03 .06 -.03 -.07 .00   
Item 21 -.05 .00 .00 .13 -.01 -.04 -.07 -.01 .04 .00  
Item 22 -.01 -.01 -.05 .03 .01 -.02 -.10 .09 .08 .10 .00 
Note: N = 395; problematic residual correlations (absolute values greater than .10) are bolded. 
 
